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INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of this dissertation is to better understand how individual employees’ 
values and personality traits influence their attitudes toward Market Orientation (MO); 
how such attitudes lead to their market-oriented behaviors; and how in turn, these 
behaviors lead to their superior individual performance. To investigate these 
relationships, an empirical study was conducted in the French speaking part of 
Switzerland and data were collected from a sample of service firm employees from 
diverse departments and hierarchical levels. To a large extent, the results support the 
hypothesis of a hierarchical chain moving from value / personality to attitude to 
behavior to performance in relation to MO. 
Research Problem 
“Market orientation is a corner-stone of marketing and management strategy” (Gray and 
Hooley, 2002, 980). To meet its long-term goals, a firm should identify customer needs 
and preferences, coordinate a strategic response, and monitor the implementation of this 
strategic response (Kennedy, Lassk, and Goolsby, 2002). There are a few definitions of 
MO (e.g., Day, 1994; Deshpandé, Farley, and Webster, 1993; Kohli and Jaworski, 
1990; Narver and Slater, 1990), sharing similarities but also having some differences. 
The key similarities shared by these conceptualizations are: a focus on customers, an 
external orientation, and an emphasis on being responsive to customers. Across these 
conceptualizations, a key consequence of MO is that market-oriented firms perform 
better than non-market oriented firms (Gray et al., 1999). Furthermore, employees in all 
departments within a firm should be concerned with MO and not only those in the 
marketing department (Day, 1994; Grönroos, 2000; Harris, 1999; Kohli and Jaworski, 
1990). Indeed, to improve firm performance, MO must permeate deep within the 
organization, beyond marketing-related personnel. 
An important issue in MO research is whether MO is a stable element of a firm’s 
organizational culture, or whether it is an organizational choice that can be managed. If 
MO is a managerial choice (behavioral perspective, e.g., Kohli and Jaworski, 1990; 
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Narver and Slater, 1990), then it can be actively managed and modified (Ruekert, 1992). 
The ensuing consequence is that a firm’s MO could be rapidly imitated by competitors, 
which could reduce the firm’s competitive advantage. If MO is an element of 
organizational culture (Deshpandé, Farley, and Webster, 1993), it is likely to be more 
difficult to rapidly change and modify and therefore could be a firm’s source of 
competitive advantage that might lead to superior performance (Barney, 1986; Day and 
Wensley, 1988; Hunt and Morgan, 1995). This is consistent with the resource-based 
theory, which argues that a culture could be a source of sustained competitive 
advantage, as it is a resource which is valuable, rare, costly to imitate, and does not have 
strategically equivalent substitutes (e.g., Barney, 1991). 
A firm is market-oriented only if its employees are market-oriented (Brown et al., 
2002). Therefore, the variables influencing attitude toward MO need to be studied at the 
individual-employee level and not only at the firm level. Core aspects to persons are 
individual values and personality traits (Roccas et al., 2002). Individual values and 
personality traits influence attitudes people have toward different aspects of their lives 
(Homer and Kahle, 1988), including attitudes toward MO. These attitudes, in turn, 
influence the way in which individuals behave (Homer and Kahle, 1988). 
Research has shown that market-oriented firms perform better than non market-oriented 
firms in terms of efficiency, effectiveness, adaptability, and overall performance (Day, 
1994; Gray et al., 1999; Jaworski and Kohli, 1993; Narver and Slater, 1990; Slater and 
Narver, 1994). Moreover, firm performance largely depends on employee performance 
(Hansen and Wernerfelt, 1989). This is the rationale for studying the influence of MO 
on individual employee performance. 
Academic and Managerial Relevance 
This dissertation has academic relevance, not only managerial relevance. The first 
innovative aspect of this dissertation is that the value – attitude – behavior hierarchy 
(Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975) has already been validated in the context of consumer 
research (e.g., Grunert and Juhl, 1995) but not in the context of MO. Numerous studies 
have investigated the relationships between MO and organizational performance (e.g., 
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Day, 1994; Kohli and Jaworski, 1990). However, to the best of our knowledge, no 
research has yet evaluated the influence of this hierarchy on individual employee 
performance. The third innovative aspect of this dissertation is that it distinguishes 
between attitude toward MO and market-oriented behavior. Finally, personality traits 
are included in the hierarchy as predictors of attitude. 
Homburg and Pflesser (2000) show that market-oriented organizational culture is 
composed of market-oriented values, norms, artifacts, and behaviors. Therefore, in this 
dissertation, both the cultural and behavioral perspectives of MO are studied because of 
their complementarity. This approach resulted in a research model based on a value / 
personality – attitude – behavior hierarchy and its impact on individual performance, 
moderated by organizational culture. 
This research is, therefore, relevant for academics because it fills a gap in the field of 
MO. It is also relevant for practitioners as the findings should enable managers to 
improve their firm MO. This could be done in three ways. First, managers can select 
employees who possess favorable attitudes toward MO based on their individual values 
and personality traits. Second, managers can develop training programs to reinforce 
favorable MO employee attitudes. Finally, managers can develop incentive systems to 
reward market-oriented employee behaviors, in order to reinforce their MO. 
Furthermore, anecdotal evidence supports the importance of studying MO, and more 
specifically at the individual level. When meeting managers for data collection, it was 
clear that MO is a current “hot topic.” Several firms were in the process of collecting 
internal data to increase their corporate MO level. Moreover, recent job announcements, 
published in a Swiss newspaper, for customer consultant and technical specialist 
positions in a large telecommunications firm precisely required this “customer oriented” 
attitude. 
Key Results 
The results of the empirical study support the existence of a value / personality – 
attitude – behavior hierarchy in the context of MO, as well as its positive impact on 
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individual performance. Individual values, such as Universalism, and personality traits, 
such as Agreeableness, play a crucial role in the development of employee attitude 
toward MO. The results also show that employees’ Market-Oriented Behavior is 
reinforced by their positive Attitude toward MO. Finally, both Attitude toward MO and 
Market-Oriented Behavior positively influence Individual Performance. 
Organization of the Dissertation 
The dissertation is structured as follows (Figure 1): The first chapter presents the review 
of the concepts used in this research. The second chapter describes the hypotheses to be 
empirically tested. The third chapter deals with the methodology and the pre-test 
analyses. The fourth chapter presents the results of the empirical study. And finally, the 
fifth chapter discusses the implications of the findings. 
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CHAPTER 1 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
This chapter presents the literature review of the concepts used in this dissertation. First, 
MO is defined, as well as its antecedents and consequences. Second, focus is put on the 
value / personality – attitude – behavior hierarchy by reviewing the literature on attitude 
toward MO, individual values, personality traits, and market-oriented behavior. Then, 
organizational culture and service climate are discussed. The concept of person-
organization fit (P-O fit) is also presented. Finally, individual performance is defined. 
The relationships between these different concepts are discussed in the next chapter 
where the hypotheses to be tested and the conceptual model are developed. 
Market Orientation 
Definition of Market Orientation 
“Market orientation is a corner-stone of marketing and management strategy” (Gray and 
Hooley, 2002, 980). As Jaworski and Kohli (1996) explain, there are several definitions 
for the concept of MO. These definitions can be classified according to their behavioral 
vs. cultural perspective (Table 1). 
There are many similarities between MO definitions (e.g., strong focus on customers, 
external orientation, being responsive to customers, and focus on more than customers), 
as well as some differences (e.g., behavioral vs. cultural perspective and differences in 
the terms used, i.e., market oriented, market driven, and customer oriented) (Jaworski 
and Kohli, 1996). 
MO has been conceptualized as organizational behavior, managerial choice (Jaworski 
and Kohli, 1993; Kohli and Jaworski, 1990; Ruekert, 1992), as well as organizational 
culture (Deshpandé, Farley, and Webster, 1993; Homburg and Pflesser, 2000; Narver 
and Slater, 1990; Slater and Narver, 1994): 
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The behavioral conception of MO focuses on the generation of market intelligence, the 
dissemination of this intelligence inside the organization, and the firm’s acting upon 
such intelligence (Kohli and Jaworski, 1990). A key assumption behind this conception 
is that a firm’s degree of MO is largely a matter of choice and resource allocation 
(Ruekert, 1992). This is important because, as already discussed in the introduction, if 
MO is a managerial choice, then it can be actively managed (Ruekert, 1992), but can 
also be imitated by competitors. 
 
Table 1 Definitions of Market Orientation 
Behavioral perspective Cultural perspective 
Kohli and Jaworski (1990, 6): “market 
orientation is the organizationwide generation 
of market intelligence pertaining to current and 
future customer needs, dissemination of the 
intelligence across the departments, and 
organizationwide responsiveness to it.” 
Deshpandé, Farley, and Webster (1993, 27): 
customer orientation is “the set of beliefs that 
puts the customer’s interest first, while not 
excluding those of all other stakeholders such 
as owners, managers, and employees, in order 
to develop a long-term profitable enterprise.” 
Narver and Slater (1990, 21): “market 
orientation consists of three behavioral 
components – customer orientation, competitor 
orientation, and interfunctional coordination – 
and two decision criteria – long-term focus and 
profitability.” 
 
Day (1994, 37): market orientation represents 
“superior skills in understanding and satisfying 
customers.” 
 
Jaworski and Kohli (1996, 131): market 
orientation should be defined as “the 
organizationwide generation of market 
intelligence pertaining to customers, 
competitors, and forces affecting them, 
internal dissemination of the intelligence, and 
reactive as well as proactive responsiveness to 
the intelligence.” 
 
Gray and Hooley (2002, 981), inclusive definition: market orientation is “the implementation of 
a corporate culture or philosophy which encourages behaviors aimed at gathering, disseminating 
and responding to information on customers, competitors and the wider environment in ways 
that add value for shareholders, customers and other stakeholders.” 
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The cultural conception of MO, on the contrary, is a philosophy that focuses the 
attention of all members within an organization on customers. This conception takes 
into account not only behavior but also values and attitude. Consequently, according to 
the cultural conception, MO is considered as a set of organizationwide, shared values, 
and beliefs (Cestre, 1997; Deshpandé, Farley, and Webster, 1993; Deshpandé and 
Webster, 1989). Therefore, within this cultural perspective, it is assumed that changing 
a firm’s level of MO is more difficult and requires more time and effort than only 
changing behaviors. 
Kohli and Jaworski (1990) refer to MO as the implementation of the marketing concept. 
The marketing concept highlights the key importance of integrating and coordinating all 
marketing activities and functions (Felton, 1959). As a business philosophy, the 
marketing concept recognizes the key role of marketing in communicating customer 
needs to all the departments within a firm (McNamara, 1972). A market-oriented firm is 
one whose actions are consistent with the marketing concept. Kohli and Jaworski 
(1990), reviewing the various definitions of this concept, argue that the three core 
themes common to all of these definitions are: (1) customer focus, (2) coordinated 
marketing, and (3) profitability. 
According to the proponents of the marketing concept, to meet its long-term goals, an 
organization must identify customer needs and preferences, coordinate a strategic 
response, and monitor the implementation of this response (Kennedy, Lassk, and 
Goolsby, 2002). It appears, therefore, that a market-oriented firm is one in which the 
three themes of the marketing concept (i.e., customer focus, coordinated marketing, and 
profitability) are “operationally manifest” (Kohli and Jaworski, 1990, 3). 
Desphandé (1999) summarizes the literature on MO and concludes that MO operates at 
three different levels within firms: as a culture (MO focuses attention on shared values 
and beliefs that put customers first in the firm), as a strategy (it helps in the ongoing 
creation of superior value for customers), and as tactics (it assures that cross-functional 
processes and activities are directed at satisfying customers). 
On the basis of their definition, Narver and Slater (1990) identified three behavioral 
components of MO: customer orientation, competitor orientation, and interfunctional 
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coordination (see Box 1), each of which is engaged in generating, disseminating, and 
responding to intelligence (Kohli and Jaworski, 1990). Narver and Slater’s (1990) 
perspective can be defined as a culturally-based behavioral perspective (Lafferty and 
Hult, 2001), which involves using a cultural definition to develop a behavioral measure. 
 
Box 1 Definition of Market Orientation Retained 
 
 
 
 
 
Customer orientation and competitor orientation include all the activities involved in 
acquiring information concerning customers and competitors in the target market. 
Competitor orientation is the firm’s evaluation of the long term capabilities of present 
and prospective competitors (Day, 1994). Interfunctional coordination is the firm’s 
coordinated efforts to create superior value for the customers based on customer and 
competitor information. Typically, interfunctional coordination not only involves the 
marketing department but all departments within the firm. Customer orientation enables 
firms to identify customer needs and to develop products that better meet their needs. 
However, not only should firms try to perceive and meet customer needs, they should 
also do this more rapidly than their rivals (Dickson, 1992). Therefore, in addition to 
being customer-oriented, firms also have to understand who their competitors are, what 
their strengths and vulnerabilities are. Market-oriented firms need to know how they 
will choose to compete (Narver and Slater, 1990). Market-driven firms should study 
their direct competitors so they can emulate successful moves before the competition 
gets too far ahead (Day, 1994). Interfunctional coordination ensures that employees 
In the remainder of this dissertation, Narver and Slater’s (1990, 21) MO 
definition will be used because of the richness of its multidimensionality, i.e., its 
focus on market and not only on customers: 
“Market orientation consists of three behavioral components: 
customer orientation, competitor orientation, and interfunctional coordination.” 
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from different departments participate in the creation of value for customers (Porter, 
1985). Interfunctional coordination is an important facet of MO because it facilitates the 
transmission of experience and favors organizational learning (Sinkula, 1994; Slater and 
Narver, 1995). In market-driven firms, information should be widely distributed and 
valued (Day, 1994). 
Although there is strong theoretical support for distinguishing between the three MO 
components, the key emphasis in the marketing literature is on the combined (vs. 
individual) effects of these components. As noticed by Han, Kim, and Srivastava 
(1998), the rationale for this combination can be ascribed to the supposition that all 
three components contribute equally to constituting the construct. Nevertheless, Narver 
and Slater (1990, 33-34) admit that this contention is restrictive and that “future studies 
should examine the effect of the proportions of the components within a given 
magnitude of MO.” In a review of studies on firms whose number-one priority is 
promoting customer orientation, they further argue that the customer orientation 
component may play a dominant role in MO dynamics. Day and Nedungadi (1994) 
found that only 15.5 % of firms in their sample take a balanced stance on being “market 
driven,” asking questions about the uniform role of the components. Furthermore, other 
empirical studies have found a differentiated effect of the three components on 
organizational innovativeness (Han, Kim, and Srivastava, 1998) and on performance 
(Noble, Sinha, and Kumar, 2002). The likelihood that firms emphasize customer 
orientation versus competitor orientation depends on their business strategy (Frambach, 
Prabhu, and Verhallen, 2003). It is, therefore, important to make a clear distinction 
between the three MO components. 
Some studies consider MO and customer orientation as distinct concepts (e.g., Han, 
Kim, and Srivastava, 1998; Narver and Slater, 1990). In these studies, customer 
orientation is seen as a component of MO. However, for many authors they are 
synonymous or at least interchangeable (e.g., Deshpandé, Farley, and Webster, 1993; 
Hartline, Maxham, and McKee, 2000; Shapiro, 1988; Webster, 1988). The term 
“market” is, therefore, understood as “the set of an organization’s actual and potential 
customers” (Saura et al., 2005, 499). In this dissertation, Narver and Slater’s (1990) 
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perspective which considers customer orientation as a component of an overall MO is 
taken. 
From the cultural perspective, it is not just the marketing department that should be 
responsible for MO. Employees in all the departments should be cognizant of customer 
needs (i.e., be aware of market intelligence) and be responsive to those needs (Day, 
1994; Grönroos, 2000; Harris, 1999; Kohli and Jaworski, 1990). According to this 
perspective, MO must penetrate deep within the organization, beyond marketing-related 
personnel. Even workers far removed from direct contact with external customers need 
to understand the impact they have on customers and customer satisfaction, albeit an 
indirect impact (Allen, McQuarrie, and Barr, 1998; Kennedy, Lassk, and Goolsby, 
2002). Gummesson (1991) coins the term “part-time marketer” to stress the crucial role 
of every employee in implementing MO. 
Antecedents to Market Orientation 
MO antecedents are the organizational factors that enhance or impede the 
implementation of the business philosophy represented by the marketing concept (Kohli 
and Jaworski, 1990). Despite being of considerable importance in modern marketing 
thought, only few articles have dealt with MO antecedents (see Graber, Czellar, and 
Denis, 2003; and Jaworski and Kohli, 1993). 
Both organizational and external factors are antecedents to MO (Lusch and Laczniak, 
1987). However, Jaworski and Kohli (1993, 54) argue for a focus on organizational or 
internal factors because “managers have more control over internal antecedents 
compared to external ones.” In a study based on field interviews, they found three 
categories of internal antecedents: top manager-related factors, interdepartmental 
dynamics, and organizational systems (Kohli and Jaworski, 1990). In their 1993 
empirical study, they more clearly show the impact top management has in emphasizing 
that employees be sensitive and responsive to market development, interdepartmental 
connectedness, and reward systems. They also found that top management risk aversion 
is negatively correlated to responsiveness to market intelligence and that 
interdepartmental conflict is negatively correlated to dissemination of and 
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responsiveness to market intelligence. Decision centralization is also found to be 
negatively correlated to MO (Jaworski and Kohli, 1993). Webster (1988, 37) 
furthermore asserts that the influence of top management is powerful, arguing that, 
“customer-oriented values and beliefs are uniquely the responsibility of top 
management.” 
Another important internal antecedent of MO is employee attitude toward MO. In 
service firms, MO is mainly implemented through individual employees (Brown et al., 
2002) and therefore, each employee represents the firm and defines the service being 
provided (Shostack, 1977). Every action that these employees take influences customer 
perceptions of the firm’s MO (Zeithaml and Bitner, 2003). This is an important 
rationale for studying MO at the individual level. Furthermore, in service firms, not 
only front office employees need to be market-oriented; back office employees should 
also be concerned with MO in order to support front line employees in better serving 
customers (Eiglier and Langeard, 1987). Therefore, at the employee level, it is critical to 
distinguish between employees’ attitude toward MO and their market-oriented behavior. 
These two concepts will be fully discussed later in the chapter. 
Consequences of Market Orientation 
MO has several consequences that can be grouped into categories such as financial 
performance, employee performance, customer satisfaction, and innovation (Jaworski 
and Kohli, 1996). Most empirical studies have focused on the financial consequences 
even if they are the most difficult to investigate. They will be discussed in a separate 
section. 
Relationship between Market Orientation and Performance 
Market-oriented firms have been argued to be more successful than non market-oriented 
firms because they understand their customers’ needs better and are more aware of 
alternatives offered by competitors (e.g., Gray et al., 1999). As a consequence of this 
better understanding, market-oriented firms may be able to position new products and 
services more effectively and can charge higher prices for added customer value or 
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increase value for customers by reducing customer-perceived sacrifice (Ravald and 
Grönroos, 1996). Firms that “are better equipped to respond to market requirements and 
anticipate changing conditions are expected to enjoy long-run competitive advantage 
and superior profitability” (Day, 1994, 37). 
Several empirical studies (e.g., Deshpandé, Farley, and Webster, 1993; Jaworski and 
Kohli, 1993; Langerak, 2003; Narver and Slater, 1990; Narver, Jacobsen, and Slater, 
1993; Ruekert, 1992; Slater and Narver, 1994; Tscheulin and Römer, 2004) have found 
that MO increases performance in terms of efficiency, effectiveness, adaptability, as 
well as overall performance. 
Furthermore, recent meta-analyses (Denis, Czellar, and Graber, 2000; Kirca, 
Jayachandran, and Bearden, 2005; Marticotte and Faure, 2004; Rodriguez Cano, 
Carrillat, and Jaramillo, 2004) have shown that the relationship between MO and 
performance is positive and consistent in a large measure. For example, Marticotte and 
Faure (2004) found that 75% of studies show a positive relationship between MO and 
performance. However, it is important to mention that most (83%, Marticotte and Faure, 
2004) work to date has relied on subjective measures of performance and not objective 
measures. Kirca, Jayachandran, and Bearden (2005) have shown that the positive 
relationship between MO and performance is stronger in studies with subjective 
measures than in studies with objective measures. 
Most discussions about MO advantages emphasize the capability firms have to acquire 
knowledge about customers, competitors, and channel members in order to 
continuously sense events and market trends and act upon them. In market-oriented 
firms, processes for gathering, interpreting, and using market information are more 
systematic, thoughtful, and anticipatory than in non market-oriented firms (Day, 1994). 
MO appears to provide a unifying focus for the efforts and projects of individuals and 
departments within a firm, thereby leading to superior performance (Kohli and 
Jaworski, 1990). MO, as a source of sustainable competitive advantage (Barney, 1991; 
Hunt and Morgan, 1995), increases a firm’s long-term performance. 
Indeed, market-driven firms are distinguished by their ability to sense events and trends 
in their markets ahead of the competition. They can anticipate more accurately 
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responses to actions designed to retain or attract customers, improve channel relations, 
or thwart competitors. They can also act upon market intelligence in a timely and 
coherent manner because the assumptions about the market are broadly shared within 
the organization. This anticipatory capability is based on superiority in each step of the 
process. It is achieved through opened-minded inquiry, synergistic information 
distribution, mutually informed interpretations, and accessible memories (Day, 1994). 
A market-driven culture supports the value of thorough market intelligence and the need 
for functionally coordinated actions aimed at gaining a competitive advantage. When 
these shared beliefs and values are absent, the activity patterns advocated by the 
behavioral perspective are highly compromised (Day, 1994). 
In dealing with the influence of the external environment context on the relationship 
between MO and performance, Jaworski and Kohli (1993) found that the link between 
MO and performance is robust across contexts characterized by varying levels of market 
turbulence, competitive intensity, and technological turbulence. However, there are 
mixed results concerning the effect of the environmental context on MO (Doyle and 
Hooley, 1992; Jaworski and Kohli, 1993). Under certain conditions, MO may not pay 
off (Gray and Hooley, 2002). Indeed, when market growth is rapid, demand exceeds 
supply and customer choice is limited. Kohli and Jaworski (1990) give the example of 
stable preferences. If a firm caters to a fixed set of customers with stable preferences, 
MO is likely to have little effect on performance because little adjustment to marketing 
mix is necessary to effectively satisfy the stable preferences of a given set of customers. 
Hence, MO may or may not be very profitable for a business, depending on the nature 
of its supply- and demand-side factors (Kohli and Jaworski, 1990). 
Consequences of Market Orientation at Employee Level 
Apart from its positive impact on firm performance, MO has also been shown to be 
positively related to employee job satisfaction (Bateman and Organ, 1983; Hoffman and 
Ingram, 1992; Siguaw, Brown, and Widing, 1994) and employee organizational 
commitment (Jaworski and Kohli, 1993; Kelley, 1992; O’Hara, Boles, and Johnston, 
1991; Siguaw, Brown, and Widing, 1994), as well as esprit de corps (Jaworski and 
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Kohli, 1993), and role stress (Siguaw, Brown, and Widing, 1994). These results are 
corroborated by a large number of top managers interviewed by Kohli and Jaworski 
(1990) who stress the fact that MO provides psychological and social benefits to 
employees. Indeed, it leads to a sense of pride in belonging to a firm in which all 
departments and individuals work toward the common goal of serving customers. This 
sense of pride results in employees sharing a feeling of worthwhile communication, 
higher levels of job satisfaction and commitment to the organization. These results are 
supported by those of Kennedy, Lassk, and Goolsby (2002) who found that certain 
employees believe that it is important to satisfy internal and external organizational 
customers. These employees tend to have higher levels of organizational commitment, 
job satisfaction, and job performance, which result in lower turnover rates. 
Only few studies have looked into the consequences of MO for customers, probably 
because studying these effects would imply collecting data from customers and 
matching them with data from managers (Jaworski and Kohli, 1996). MO leads to 
satisfied customers who spread positive word-of-mouth to other potential customers and 
who keep coming back to the firm as Kohli and Jaworski (1990) conclude based on 
interviews with managers. 
Value / Personality – Attitude – Behavior Hierarchy 
This section presents the main conceptual framework of this research, which consists in 
embedding MO with the value – attitude – behavior hierarchy postulated by the theory 
of reasoned action, to which personality is added. 
Theory of Reasoned Action 
The Theory of Reasoned Action (TORA) by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) suggests a 
causal chain in which behaviors are determined by individual attitudes toward particular 
behavioral actions as well as social norms that influence the likelihood of performing 
the behaviors. Attitudes are beliefs about an object that direct behavior toward this 
object (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980). It is also important to understand the role that 
employees’ individual values play within this hierarchy. Values are defined as beliefs 
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about desirable behaviors that transcend specific situations and guide selection or 
evaluation of behaviors (Kluckhohn, 1951; Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1992). At the 
individual-employee level, within a given context (in this case MO), the influence 
theoretically flows from abstract values to midrange attitudes to specific behaviors 
(Homer and Kahle, 1988). Homer and Kahle (1988) refer to prior research to justify the 
direction of this hierarchy (e.g., Carman, 1977; Williams, 1979). Such a framework is 
well established with strong empirical support in many different fields including 
consumer research (e.g., Brunsø, Scholderer, and Grunert, 2004; Grunert and Juhl, 
1995; Homer and Kahle, 1988; Jayawardhena, 2004; McCarty and Shrum, 1993, 1994; 
Shim and Eastlick, 1998). 
Theoretically, values, which are more abstract than attitudes, serve as prototypes from 
which attitudes and behaviors are created (Homer and Kahle, 1988). Hofstede (1998, 
490) argues that attitudes (which are how people feel about a situation) and values 
(which are the “state of affairs” one would prefer) are different constructs, not only for 
researchers but also for respondents.  
In this framework, it is theoretically assumed that values are difficult to change because 
they are the centrally held core of an individual’s belief system and transcend specific 
situations (Rokeach, 1973). Attitudes are not easy to change, but they are easier to 
change than values because they are less central to an individual’s identity and less 
global in their application (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980). Finally, behaviors are malleable 
and easy to change. Behaviors, furthermore, reinforce an individual’s values and 
attitudes (Hartline, Maxham, and McKee, 2000; Meglino and Ravlin, 1998). 
Causal Direction of this Hierarchy 
The relationship between attitude and behavior could be reciprocal as reviewed by 
Schuman and Johnson (1976). It is thus important to question the causal direction of the 
value – attitude – behavior chain. 
Four theories can be used to explain how behavior influences attitude (Chaiken and 
Strangor, 1987): self-perception theory (Bem, 1972), cognitive dissonance theory 
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(Festinger, 1957), impression management theory (e.g., Riess, Kalle, and Tedeschi, 
1981), and self-affirmation or ego enhancement theory (Steele and Liu, 1983). 
According to the self-perception theory (Bem, 1972), individuals infer their own 
attitudes in the same way as they infer those of others, i.e., by observing behaviors 
(Fiske and Taylor, 1991). Thus, “attitude change takes place in reaction to self-observed 
behaviors combined with external cues which indicate if the behavior is likely to be 
valid or truthful” (Paulemelone, 1990, 87). 
Cognitive dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957) provides another framework explaining 
how behavior influences attitude. Cognitive dissonance theory deals with the degree of 
inconsistency among cognitions, i.e. between a particular cognition (e.g., belief) and a 
conflicting cognition about a particular behavior (e.g., action) (Fiske and Taylor, 1991). 
When there is inconsistency between these cognitions, an uncomfortable motivational 
state called dissonance ensues. To reduce dissonance, individuals rearrange their 
cognitions by changing their attitudes instead of their behaviors because the latter are 
harder to change (they are more likely to entail a public commitment). 
Impression management implies that attitude changes when individuals are induced to 
commit public counter-attitudinal actions in order to avoid appearing inconsistent to 
others (Chaiken and Strangor, 1987). Such changes represent “feigned attitude 
statements used in the service of self-presentation” (Riess, Kalle, and Tedeschi, 1981, 
248). 
Finally, ego enhancement or self-affirmation theory (Steele and Liu, 1983) stipulates 
that when an individual feels dissonance between personal attitudes and behaviors, self-
affirmation of personal values (even if these values are irrelevant in the context of the 
dissonance) allows the individual to reduce such dissonance (Fiske and Taylor, 1991; 
Steele and Liu, 1983). 
In this research, the Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) perspective, i.e., value – attitude – 
behavior (Homer and Kahle, 1988), is used because it fits the MO context and a 
managerial perspective which seeks to improve behaviors and performance better. 
Indeed, the objective of this research is to more precisely understand how market-
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oriented behaviors can be managed in order to improve individual performance rather 
than to understand how attitudes toward MO emerge and individual values are formed. 
Personality is added to Fishbein and Ajzen’s perspective because attitudes are not only 
influenced by what individuals think is important (i.e., values) but also by what 
individuals are (i.e., personality traits). The core concept of this value / personality – 
attitude – behavior hierarchy, i.e. attitudes toward MO, is first presented. The 
corresponding antecedents (individual values and personality traits) and consequences 
(behaviors) are then discussed (see Figure 2). 
 
Figure 2 Market Orientation Causal Chain 
 
 
Attitudes toward Market Orientation 
An attitude is a set of beliefs about a specific object or idea that directs behavior toward 
this object or idea (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980). It can also be defined as a predisposition 
to behave in a certain way (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980). A favorable attitude toward MO 
is, therefore, a predisposition to engage in market-oriented behaviors. When attitudes 
are shared at the group level, they become norms (Hartline, Maxham, and McKee, 
2000; Jaworski, 1988; Kelley, 1992). Thus, attitudes toward MO at the individual level 
are related to norms for MO (Blois and Ivens, 2006; Deshpandé and Webster, 1989; 
Homburg and Pflesser, 2000) at the group level. 
Based on Narver and Slater’s (1990) definition of employees’ attitudes toward MO (see 
Box 1), this research defines the concept as a set of beliefs about customer orientation, 
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competitor orientation, and interfunctional coordination that directs market-oriented 
behaviors. Attitudes toward customer orientation and competitor orientation are 
employees’ positive beliefs about acquiring information about their firm’s customers 
and competitors. Moreover, positive attitudes toward competitor orientation are an 
employee’s beliefs about the importance of evaluating the strengths and weaknesses of 
present and prospective competitors. Positive attitudes toward interfunctional 
coordination are employees’ beliefs that a firm should coordinate its efforts to create 
superior value for its customers. Positive attitudes toward customer orientation imply 
that employees believe that customer orientation enables their firm to identify customer 
needs and to develop products that better meet their needs. Kennedy, Lassk, and 
Goolsby (2002, 159) define customer mind-set as “the extent to which an individual 
employee believes that understanding and satisfying customers, whether internal or 
external to the organization, is central to the proper execution of his or her job.” It is 
similar to what is considered in this dissertation as positive attitudes toward customer 
orientation. In addition to positive attitudes toward customer orientation, employees 
with positive attitudes toward MO believe that firms also have to understand who their 
competitors are, as well as what their strengths and vulnerabilities are, i.e., having 
positive attitudes toward competitor orientation. Employees with positive attitudes 
toward MO also believe that interfunctional coordination is important because it ensures 
that employees from different departments participate in the creation of value for 
customers. 
Individual Values 
Values are concepts or beliefs about desirable end states or behaviors that transcend 
specific situations, guide selection or evaluation of behaviors, and are ordered by 
importance in relation to one another to form a system of value priorities (Kluckhohn, 
1951; Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1992). These value priorities represent the main goals 
that relate to all aspects of behavior (Smith and Schwartz, 1997). 
Probably the most important stream of research on individual values in the past 15 years 
has been conducted by Schwartz and colleagues (e.g., Schwartz, 1992; Schwartz and 
Bilsky, 1987, 1990; Schwartz and Sagiv, 1995). Building on and extending Rokeach’s 
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(1973) work, Schwartz derived a typology of values. Ten types of values (self-direction, 
stimulation, hedonism, achievement, power, security, conformity, tradition, 
benevolence, and universalism; see Schwartz 1992 for a complete description of these 
10 value types) have been identified that reflect a continuum of related motivations (see 
Figure 3). This continuum gives rise to a circular structure that classifies value types by 
their degree of compatibility and conflict (Schwartz, 1992). For example, achievement 
and power are situated next to each other. The simultaneous pursuit of these value types 
is compatible because both involve intrinsic motivation for self-enhancement. 
Conversely, power is located opposite from universalism and benevolence, as the 
former emphasizes self-enhancement, whereas the latter favors self-transcendence. 
Simultaneous pursuit of both groups of values would give rise to psychological and 
social conflict (Schwartz, 1992). 
 
Figure 3 Structural Relations among the ten Motivational Types of Values 
 
Source: Adapted from Schwartz (1992) 
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The structure and content of Schwartz’s Value System (SVS) has received impressive 
empirical support in research, with 97 samples from 44 countries totaling more than 
25,000 respondents (Schwartz 1992; Schwartz and Sagiv, 1995). Schwartz’s value 
dimensions are also widely used in studies in cross-cultural psychology (e.g., Feather, 
1995), international management (e.g., Egri et al., 2000), and marketing (e.g., 
Steenkamp, ter Hofstede, and Wedel, 1999). However, studies which used confirmatory 
techniques to test the SVS circumplex structure found mixed results (see Perrinjaquet et 
al., 2007 for a detailed review of these studies). Previous research by Perrinjaquet et al. 
(2007) found that Schwartz’ theory is valuable but that it is problematic to represent 
these values through a circular structure of ten distinct dimensions because of 
multicollinearity problems between items measuring these related value dimensions. 
However, one of the advantages of SVS is that the ten value dimensions can be 
regrouped to create higher-order continua. Several groupings of higher-order 
dimensions have been used in the literature: One continuum opposing individualism to 
collectivism; two bipolar orthogonal dimensions, self-enhancement/self-transcendence 
and openness-to-change/conservation; and three higher-order dimensions, 
individualism, collectivism and universalism. 
By grouping together the values of power, achievement, hedonism, stimulation, and 
self-direction, one obtains an individualism index, and by grouping the values of 
universalism, benevolence, conformity, tradition, and security, one obtains a 
collectivism index. These two indices may be combined to create an 
individualism/collectivism continuum (Ralston et al., 1997; Schwartz, 1992). 
The ten value dimensions could also be organized in four value domains that form two 
basic bipolar dimensions (openness-to-change versus conservation and self-
transcendence versus self-enhancement), which more precisely describe the 
individualism and collectivism dimensions, as suggested by Feather (1995), Schwartz 
and Sagiv (1995), as well as Steenkamp, ter Hofstede, and Wedel (1999). The openness-
to-change/conservation continuum distinguishes between the extent to which 
individuals are motivated in following their own intellectual and emotional interests in 
undetermined or nonprescribed ways and the extent to which they are motivated to 
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preserve the status quo and the certainty that it provides in relationships with others 
(Schwartz, 1992). Openness-to-change, which encompasses the stimulation and self-
direction values, is similar to the concept of horizontal individualism (Singelis et al., 
1995; Triandis, 1995; Triandis and Gelfand, 1998) and represents the individualism end 
of the continuum. Conversely, conservation encompasses security, conformity, and 
tradition and is similar to the concept of vertical collectivism (Singelis et al., 1995; 
Triandis, 1995; Triandis and Gelfand, 1998). The self-enhancement/self-transcendence 
continuum relates to the extent to which a person is motivated in promoting self-
interest, even when those interests bear consequences for others, versus the extent to 
which one is motivated to promote the welfare of others and of nature (Schwartz, 1992). 
Self-enhancement, which is similar to the concept of vertical individualism (Singelis et 
al., 1995; Triandis, 1995; Triandis and Gelfand, 1998), consists of the power, 
achievement, and hedonism values, and thus represents the individualism end of the 
continuum. Self-transcendence is made up of the benevolence and universalism values 
and is similar to the concept of horizontal collectivism (Singelis et al., 1995; Triandis, 
1995; Triandis and Gelfand, 1998). 
Empirical studies have shown that universalism, which is located at the border between 
individualism and collectivism, possesses some unique content such as the protection of 
the environment, which is neither individualistic nor collectivistic (Schwartz and 
Boehnke, 2004; Schwartz, Sagiv, and Boehnke, 2000). Therefore, a third approach 
proposed by Egri et al. (2004) is to compute three higher-order dimensions: 
individualism, collectivism, and universalism. Egri et al. (2004) have shown that these 
three dimensions have better internal consistency and discriminant validity than the first 
two approaches. Moreover, using these three dimensions reduces multicollinearity 
problems (Perrinjaquet et al., 2007). 
Since the seminal work by Hofstede (1980a), the continuum opposing individualistic 
values to collectivistic ones has received considerable attention at the country level and 
has been the focus of particularly rich theoretical description at the individual level as 
well (e.g., Schwartz, 1990; Triandis, 1995; Triandis et al., 1985). However, country-
level and individual-level individualism/collectivism should not be confused (Smith and 
Schwartz, 1997). In this dissertation, the focus is only on the individual level. 
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Personality Traits 
Attitudes are not only influenced by what individuals think is important (i.e., values) but 
also by what individuals are (i.e., personality traits). Therefore, personality traits are 
also included in this study. 
Definition of Personality Traits 
Personality traits are “dimensions of individual differences in tendencies to show 
consistent patterns of thoughts, feelings and actions” (McCrae and Costa, 1990, 23) and 
should be distinguished from individual values. Personality traits describe what 
individuals like rather than the intentions behind their behavior. Personality traits are 
thus enduring dispositions whereas values are enduring goals (Roccas et al., 2002). 
Indeed, values refer to what individuals consider important, i.e., the goals they want to 
pursue, and “serve as standards for judging the behavior of self and others” (Roccas et 
al., 2002, 790). 
Researchers (e.g., Goldberg, 1992; Saucier, 1994) generally support the existence of 
five basic dimensions of personality. The Big-Five factor representation was originally 
discovered by Tupes and Christal (1961) as explained by Goldberg (1992). The five 
traits are (Brown et al., 2002; Goldberg, 1992, Saucier, 1994): 
1) Extraversion (or introversion): the degree to which a person is outgoing or shy; 
2) Agreeableness: general warmth of feelings toward others; 
3) Conscientiousness: the degree of orderliness, organization and precision; 
4) Emotional stability (or instability, or neuroticism according to certain scales): 
the evenness or steadiness of a person’s general emotional “makeup” (Brown et 
al., 2002, 112); 
5) Intellect, openness to experience, creativity: the individual’s degree of 
imagination or originality. 
 23 
Relationship between Personality Traits and Attitudes and Behaviors 
Several researchers have investigated the relationship between employees’ personality 
traits and their individual performance (see Brown et al., 2002). Hogan, Hogan, and 
Busch (1984) defined service orientation as a combination of adjustment, sociability 
and agreeableness and found that these three personality traits influence supervisor 
performance ratings. Day and Silverman (1989) found that work orientation and 
interpersonal orientation are predictive of client relations. As well, Hurley’s (1998a) 
results suggested that there is a relationship between agreeableness and extroversion, 
i.e., personality traits that depend on how a person relates to others, and performance in 
some service roles. Furthermore, Frei and McDaniel (1998) found that three of the Big-
Five dimensions (i.e., agreeableness, emotional stability and conscientiousness) are 
strongly related to customer service measures. More recently, Brown et al. (2002) 
explored the impact of the five personality traits on customer orientation and the impact 
of customer orientation on self- and supervisor ratings of employee overall 
performance. They found that instability is negatively related to customer orientation 
whereas agreeability and need for activity are positively related to customer orientation. 
Conscientiousness is directly related to self- and supervisor performance ratings. They 
conclude that customer-oriented service workers are perceived as better performers. 
Relationships between Personality Traits and Individual Values 
Roccas et al. (2002) reviewed the different mechanisms that link personality traits and 
values. They found that: First, inborn temperament may give rise to parallel traits and 
values. Second, values and traits may mutually influence one another. Indeed, values 
may influence traits because individuals try to behave in a way which is consistent with 
their values (e.g., Rokeach, 1973). On the other hand, personality has an impact on 
values because individuals who “consistently exhibit a behavioral trait are likely to 
increase the degree to which they value the goals that trait serves” (Roccas et al., 2002, 
791). 
Roccas et al. (2002) examined the relationships between the five personality traits and 
the ten value dimensions identified by Schwartz (1992). They found that extraversion is 
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positively correlated with achievement, stimulation, and hedonism values and 
negatively with tradition values. Agreeableness is positively correlated with 
benevolence, tradition, and conformity values and negatively with power, achievement, 
hedonism, stimulation and self-direction values. Conscientiousness is positively 
correlated with achievement, conformity and security values and negatively with 
stimulation. Emotional stability exhibits little association with values. Finally, openness 
to experience is positively correlated with universalism, self-direction and stimulation 
values and negatively with conformity, security, tradition and power values. In 
summary, personality traits and values show meaningful associations (Roccas et al., 
2002). 
In the service marketing context, the five personality traits have been shown to predict 
relatively well the perceptions of both observers (i.e., customers) and actors (i.e., 
employees) in social interaction (Barrett and Pietromonaco, 1997; Digman, 1990; John 
and Robins, 1993), as well as behavior (Wiggins, 1996). Despite the strong empirical 
support for the five dimensions of personality (see Goldberg, 1992), some authors 
(Block, 1995; Cattell, 1957) argue that human personality is defined by more than just 
five factors and include other factors in their studies. For example, Brown et al. (2002) 
include a sixth factor in their research: need for activity (Buss, 1991). However, the use 
of supplementary variables is not general in the literature and seems rather ad-hoc. 
Therefore, following Roccas et al. (2002) who found strong empirical support for the 
relationships between the Big-Five personality traits (the dominant approach for 
representing the human trait structure, according to these authors) and Schwartz’s 
individual values (Schwartz, 1992), it is more appropriate, in this dissertation, to use the 
five-dimension conceptualization of personality traits. 
There is also some disagreement in the literature about the structure of the relations 
between the five personality traits (Roccas et al., 2002). Some authors consider the 
factors as conceptually independent (e.g., Costa and McCrae, 1985; Goldberg, 1992), 
whereas others believe they are related to each other in a kind of circular or circumplex 
structure (e.g., Hendriks, Hofstee, and De Raad, 1999). In this thesis, personality traits 
are considered separate but related factors, essentially for methodological reasons, i.e. 
structural equations. 
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Market-Oriented Behaviors 
Definition of Market-Oriented Behaviors 
In a market-oriented firm, all employees need to be aware of the impact they have on 
external and internal customers (Allen, McQuarrie, and Barr, 1998; Kennedy, Lassk, 
and Goolsby, 2002) and respond to their needs (Day, 1994; Grönroos, 2000; Harris, 
1999; Kohli and Jaworski, 1990). However, several MO studies focus on customer-
contact employees (e.g., Bettencourt, Gwinner, and Meuter, 2001; Bettencourt and 
Brown, 2003; Bettencourt, Brown, and MacKenzie, 2005; Brown et al., 2002). 
Indeed, in several articles, Bettencourt and colleagues (Bettencourt, Gwinner, and 
Meuter, 2001; Bettencourt and Brown, 2003; Bettencourt, Brown, and MacKenzie, 
2005) identify three key frontline service employee customer-linking behavioral roles. 
These roles correspond to the three citizenship dimensions of Van Dyne, Graham, and 
Dienesch (1994). First, frontline employees represent the firm to outsiders (including 
customers) and can enhance or damage organizational image as well as legitimacy 
through their advocacy of the firm and its products and services (e.g., Aldrich and 
Herker, 1977; Bowen and Schneider, 1985). Second, customer-contact employees are a 
strategic link between the external environment and internal operations by providing 
information internally about customer needs and suggested improvements in service 
delivery (Aldrich and Herker, 1977; Schneider and Bowen, 1984; Zeithaml, Berry, and 
Parasuraman, 1988). Finally, service quality perceptions and customer satisfaction 
largely depend on reliable, responsive, attentive, and courteous service delivery from 
customer-contact employees (Aldrich and Herker, 1977; George, 1991; Zeithaml, Berry, 
and Parasuraman, 1988). 
Bettencourt and colleagues derived from these roles three types of boundary-spanning 
behaviors that customer-contact employees may have:  
1) External representation or loyalty: advocating the firm’s products and services 
as well as its image to outsiders (cf. Bowen and Schneider, 1985); 
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2) Internal influence or participation: taking individual initiatives to improve 
service delivery (cf. Schneider and Bowen, 1984; Zeithaml, Berry, and 
Parasuraman, 1988); 
3) Service delivery: serving customers in a conscientious, courteous, responsive 
and attentive manner (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry, 1988). 
Based on Bettencourt and colleagues’ classification, employees’ market-oriented 
behaviors are defined, in this research, as a three-dimensional construct comprised of 
external representation or loyalty behaviors, internal influence or participation 
behaviors, and service delivery behaviors. External representation or loyalty behaviors 
include employees’ behaviors such as telling outsiders that their firm is a great place to 
work, generating favorable reputation for their firm, and encouraging friends and family 
to use their firm’s services. Internal influence or participation behaviors consist in 
employees’ behaviors such as making constructive suggestions for the improvement of 
their firm’s services, sharing creative solutions to customer problems with other 
coworkers, encouraging coworkers to contribute ideas and suggestions for service 
improvement, and contributing ideas for customer promotions and communications. 
Service delivery behaviors refer to employees’ behaviors such as following up to 
customer and coworker requests and problems in a timely manner, being courteous and 
respectful to customers and coworkers, following through in a conscientious manner on 
promises to customers and coworkers, following customer service guidelines with 
extreme care, and taking time to understand customer needs on an individual basis. 
Antecedents to Customer-Oriented Behaviors 
Bettencourt, Gwinner, and Meuter (2001) identify three categories of antecedents to 
market-oriented behaviors: employee attitudes, personality, and customer knowledge. 
They distinguish attitudinal antecedents: job satisfaction and perceived organizational 
support (e.g., Kelley, Longfellow, and Malehorn, 1996; Moorman, Blakely, and 
Niehoff, 1998; Puffer, 1987). As far as personality is concerned, they focus on service 
orientation and empathy (e.g., Bowen and Schneider, 1985; Brief and Motowidlo, 1986; 
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Hogan, Hogan, and Busch, 1984). Finally, they divide customer knowledge into trait 
richness and strategy richness (Sujan, Sujan, and Bettman, 1988). 
Employee Attitudes 
The first type of antecedents identified by Bettencourt, Gwinner, and Meuter (2001) is 
employee attitudes, which are comprised of job satisfaction and perceived 
organizational support. Job satisfaction refers to an “employee’s overall affective 
evaluation of the intrinsic and extrinsic facets of the job” (Bettencourt, Gwinner, and 
Meuter, 2001, 30). Several studies found that higher levels of job satisfaction encourage 
employees to engage in service-oriented behaviors (Bateman and Organ, 1983; 
Hoffman and Ingram, 1992; Netemeyer et al., 1997). Perceived organizational support 
refers to “employee global beliefs that the firm cares about them personally and values 
their contributions to the organization” (Bettencourt, Gwinner, and Meuter, 2001, 30; 
Eisenberger, Fasolo, and Davis-LaMastro, 1990; Eisenberger et al., 1986). According to 
social exchange theory, employees who perceive that a firm is committed to them feel 
obligated to reciprocate the firm’s supportive orientation with voluntary contributions 
that benefit the firm (Bettencourt, Gwinner, and Meuter, 2001; Organ, 1990). 
Personality 
The second category of antecedents identified by Bettencourt, Gwinner, and Meuter 
(2001) refers to two specific personality traits: service orientation and empathy. Service 
orientation represents “an individual’s predisposition to provide superior service though 
responsiveness, courtesy, and a genuine desire to satisfy customer needs” (Bettencourt, 
Gwinner, and Meuter, 2001, 31; Cran, 1994; Hogan, Hogan, and Busch, 1984). 
Empathy is defined by Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry (1988, 6) as “caring, 
individualized attention the firm provides its customers.” Empathy is important for 
boundary spanning employees to possess because it helps them to sense how customers 
are experiencing the service encounter according to Bowen and Schneider (1985). There 
are two distinct paradigms in the empathy literature: cognitive (i.e., prediction of others’ 
thoughts and feelings) and emotional (i.e., emotional reactions) perspectives (cf. 
Bettencourt, Gwinner, and Meuter, 2001). 
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Customer Knowledge 
The last type of antecedents identified by Bettencourt, Gwinner, and Meuter (2001) is 
customer knowledge, which is composed of trait richness and strategy richness. Trait 
richness refers to how much a contact employee knows the characteristics of different 
customer types (Bettencourt, Gwinner, and Meuter, 2001; Sujan, Sujan, and Bettman, 
1988). Strategy richness refers to how much a contact employee knows about the 
strategies for dealing with different customer needs and situations (Bettencourt, 
Gwinner, and Meuter, 2001; Sujan, Sujan, and Bettman, 1988). 
Job satisfaction and perceived organizational support have been found to be predictors 
of external representation (or loyalty) behavior. Service orientation, empathy and trait 
richness have also been found to predict service delivery behavior. And finally, trait and 
strategy richness as well as service orientation have been found to be predictors of 
internal influence (or participation) behavior (Bettencourt, Gwinner, and Meuter, 2001). 
These relationships are presented in Figure 4. 
In another study, Bettencourt and Brown (2003) investigate the impact of role stressors 
(role conflict and role ambiguity) on customer-oriented boundary-spanning behaviors 
through job satisfaction and organizational commitment. Role conflict and role 
ambiguity have been found to be negatively correlated with job satisfaction and 
organizational commitment (i.e., the psychological attachment felt by the employee for 
the firm, Bettencourt and Brown, 2003) (Brown and Peterson, 1993; Jackson and 
Schuler, 1985; Mathieu and Zajac, 1990). These role stressors are important because 
market-oriented employees tend to be in ambiguous and conflicting positions between 
satisfying their firm and satisfying their customers (Bettencourt and Brown, 2003). 
Indeed, maximizing the firm’s profits may mean having to work with more customers in 
order to reduce costs whereas satisfying customers may mean spending more time with 
them. 
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Figure 4 Attitudes, Personality, and Knowledge Antecedents to  
Market-Oriented Behaviors 
 
Source: Adapted from Bettencourt, Gwinner, and Meuter (2001) 
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Role Ambiguity 
Role ambiguity occurs when an employee lacks the information necessary to effectively 
play his or her role (Bettencourt and Brown, 2003; Rizzo, House, and Lirtzman, 1970). 
In their study, Bettencourt and Brown (2003) find significant negative indirect effects of 
role conflict and role ambiguity on external representation (or loyalty), internal 
influence (or participation), and service delivery due to the negative effects of these role 
stressors on job satisfaction and organizational commitment. These relationships are 
presented in Figure 5. 
 
Figure 5 Role Stressors as Antecedents to Market-Oriented Behaviors 
 
Source: Adapted from Bettencourt and Brown (2003) 
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Organizational Culture 
Organizational culture can be expected to enhance or inhibit the impact of values / 
personality traits on attitudes, the impact of attitudes on behaviors, and the impact of 
behaviors on individual performance in the MO context if there is not a good fit 
between employees and organization fit (see Figure 6). The concept of person-
organization fit (P-O fit) is explained later in this chapter. 
 
Figure 6 Effects of Organizational Culture 
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1984, 1985; Trompenaars, 1994; Trompenaars and Woolliams, 2003; Usunier, 1992, 
1998). The current literature, therefore, contains varying definitions of this concept. 
There is no true consensus about its characteristics (Deshpandé and Webster, 1989) 
Attitudes toward 
Market 
Orientation 
Individual Values / 
Personality Traits 
Market-Oriented 
Behaviors 
Individual 
Performance 
Organizational 
Culture 
32 
despite the fact that there are a few similarities. The most relevant definitions have been 
retained for the present study. 
The most complete definition of organizational culture is given by Schein (1985: 9) as 
“a pattern of basic assumptions - invented, discovered, or developed by a given group as 
it learns to cope with its problems of external adaptation and internal integration - that 
has worked well enough to be considered valid and, therefore, to be taught to new 
members as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to those problems.” 
This definition highlights that every social group has to manage two important aspects 
(Schein, 1984, 1985). On the one hand, its survival, growth, and adaptation to its 
external environment, and on the other hand, its internal integration (i.e., its culture), 
which allows the group to function as a group.  
Another well-accepted definition of the concept of organizational culture, which is 
consistent with the previous definition, is provided by Desphandé and Webster (1989: 
4) as “the pattern of shared values and beliefs that help members of an organization 
understand why things happen and thus teach them the behavioral norms in the 
organization.” Deshpandé, Farley, and Webster (1993) show that this definition is well-
suited to MO studies; therefore, this is the definition that is retained in the present study. 
Moreover, Barney (1986) also uses a similar definition but specifies that values and 
beliefs define the way a firm conducts its business. From this point of view, 
organizational culture serves to mobilize and allocate resources in achieving company 
goals through values, rituals, behaviors, management systems, decision criteria, etc. 
(Barney, 1986; Chan, Shaffer, and Snape, 2004; Lado, Boyd, and Wright, 1992). 
Organizational culture may be studied at different levels. An important classification of 
organizational culture components has been developed by Hofstede et al. (1990). These 
components are classified according to their visibility (Schein, 1985) as in the different 
layers of an onion. Symbols (Hofstede et al., 1990) and artifacts (Schein, 1984, 1985) 
compose the most external layer, i.e., everything that can be seen, heard, or felt. The 
second layer contains heroes, alive or deceased, real or imaginary and who possess 
characteristics that are highly prized by the firm serving as models for the behavior of 
its members. Then there are rituals that are collective activities, which are technically 
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superfluous but socially essential within a culture. These first three components of a 
culture (symbols, heroes, and rituals) can be subsumed under the term of “practices” 
because they are visible to an external observer although their cultural meaning lies in 
the way they are perceived by insiders. They are also sometimes referred to as 
“climate.” The heart of a culture is formed by values and underlying assumptions 
(Schein, 1985), i.e., the beliefs, perceptions of daily practices (Hofstede, 1991), 
thoughts and feelings taken for granted, that cannot be observed as such but are 
manifest in people’s behaviors. 
Organizational Culture, Organizational Climate, and Service Climate 
Definition of Organizational Climate 
Organizational climate has been defined as employees’ shared perceptions concerning 
the practices, policies, and procedures (i.e., the routines of the firm, Schneider and 
Bowen, 1993), as well as the behaviors that are rewarded, supported and expected by an 
organization (Schneider, White, and Paul, 1998; Schneider and White, 2004). Routines 
and behaviors compose the organizational climate (Schneider and Bowen, 1993). An 
earlier key study defines the concept as “a set of measurable properties of the work 
environment, perceived directly or indirectly by people who live and work in this 
environment and assumed to influence their motivation and behavior” (Litwin and 
Stringer, 1968, 1). This is a broad definition and Schneider and colleagues (Schneider, 
1975; Schneider, Gunnarson, and Niles-Jolly, 1994) propose that research should focus 
on a context climate, i.e., in this case, a service climate. According to the broad 
definition of organizational climate, service climate refers to “employee perceptions of 
the practices, procedures, and behaviors that get rewarded, supported, and expected with 
regard to customer service and customer service quality” (Schneider, White, and Paul, 
1998, 151). A service climate represents the extent to which the internal functioning of 
the firm is perceived to be focused on service quality (Schneider and White, 2004). 
The level-of-analysis of organizational climate is a key issue. Schneider and White 
(2004) discuss the need to study the issue at either the individual or at the firm level. 
The main issue raised in this debate is the variability of perceptions between employees. 
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The authors who advocate measuring organizational climate at the individual level 
believe that individuals have subjective perceptions of their environment that cannot be 
combined to create an organizational index (James, James, and Ashe, 1990). In line with 
the definition of organizational climate, it is necessary that employees within an 
organization agree on a certain number of issues (cf., employees’ shared perceptions). 
Therefore, organization climate should be defined as the combination of individual 
perceptions of climate (called psychological climates by James and Jones, 1974). 
However, before combining these individual perceptions, it is necessary to assess 
whether these perceptions reveal levels of agreement (Chan, 1998; James, 1982). 
Relative to the issue of agreement, Schneider, Salvaggio, and Subirats (2002) developed 
the concept of climate strength, which they operationalize in terms of within-group 
variability concerning climate perceptions, i.e., the smaller the within-group variability, 
the stronger the climate. In other words, a firm with “a strong climate (i.e., a place 
where events are perceived the same way and where expectations are clear) should 
produce uniform behavior from the people in that setting” (Schneider, Salvaggio, and 
Subirats, 2002, 221). This definition of a strong climate is based on the concept of 
situational strength developed by Mischel (1976). In their article, Schneider, Salvaggio, 
and Subirats (2002) hypothesized that climate strength moderates the relationship 
between employee perceptions of service climate and customer experience. Their results 
were consistent with this hypothesis only in the case of the Managerial Practices 
dimension of service climate, i.e., climate strength moderates the relationship between 
Managerial Practices concerning service climate and customer experience. This implies 
that managers have a more direct impact on employees than the other climate 
constructs, which can be considered as an outcome of managerial behavior (Customer 
Orientation, Customer Feedback). Schneider, Salvaggio, and Subirats (2002) conclude 
that the variability in managerial behavior could be key to the behaviors experienced by 
customers. 
Schneider, Salvaggio, and Subirats (2002) also point out the effects of within-group 
variability. A high degree of within-group agreement may lead to organizational 
stagnation and decline. But a lack of agreement (high degree of variability) with regards 
to organizational goals could also lead to chaos and confusion. 
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Antecedents to Service Climate 
Firms must create a service-oriented climate in order for their employees to develop 
behaviors resulting in customer perceptions of service quality, and thus to retain 
customers and obtain higher profits (Schneider, White, and Paul, 1998). There are some 
conditions to establish a positive service climate. Schneider and Bowen (1985) emit the 
idea that employees will deliver excellent service when their firm gives them the 
necessary resources in terms of logistics, administration, equipment, and managerial 
support to deliver effective service. Considering the differences between goods and 
services (intangibility, inseparability, and heterogeneity, Schneider and White, 2004), 
Schneider and colleagues (e.g., Bowen and Schneider, 1988; Schneider, 1990) argue 
that firms can create a service climate by establishing practices that facilitate service 
delivery and by expecting and rewarding service excellence. Accordingly, the results of 
Schneider, White, and Paul (1998) reveal that firms which take into account the 
expectations and needs of their customers are more likely to create conditions leading to 
the creation of a service-oriented climate. 
The results of the study by Schneider, Salvaggio, and Subirats (2002) suggest that a 
strong service climate is not necessarily a positive service climate and that only when 
climate is both positive and strong, can the firm expect the most consistently positive 
behavior from its employees. 
There are two broad categories of factors that influence the creation of a service climate: 
the foundations issues (i.e., contextual factors, Schneider, White, and Paul, 1998) and 
human resources management. As an integral part of the foundations issues, an 
organizational climate should rest on “climate for work facilitation” and on internal 
service. The different relationships are represented in Figure 7. 
Culture for Work Facilitation 
This concept refers to the extent to which employees believe their work is facilitated 
and how well they are supported in their work (Schneider and Bowen, 1993; Schneider 
and White, 2004). As summarized by Schneider, White, and Paul (1998) and Schneider 
and White (2004), culture for work facilitation refers to (1) efforts made to remove 
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obstacles to work (Burke et al., 1996; Schoorman and Schneider, 1988), (2) supervisory 
behaviors, such as giving feedback and sharing information (Schneider and Bowen, 
1985), and (3) human resources management policies (Schneider and Bowen, 1993). A 
climate for work facilitation is characterized by the presence of leaders who encourage 
and enable employees to deliver quality service (Schneider and White, 2004). 
Internal Service Quality 
Internal service quality is defined by Hallowell and Schlesinger (2000, 209) as “the 
quality of services that employees and managers receive from an organization to enable 
them to do their jobs.” All service recipients should be considered as customers, 
whether they are internal (i.e., a firm’s employees) or external customers. Employees 
should deliver services to their colleagues as they would do to external customers 
(Schneider and White, 2004). 
These two foundations issues are necessary but not sufficient to create a service climate 
(Schneider and White, 2004). Another important issue is “the extent to which human 
resources practices, policies and procedures are designed to encourage and allow 
employees to deliver quality service” (Schneider and White, 2004, 124). As with the 
dimensions composing the concept of service climate, there is no universal set of 
service-oriented human resources practices that will be effective across all industries 
and firms (Bowen, Schneider, and Kim, 2000). Thus, each firm willing to establish a 
service climate should determine the specific practices and policies that are appropriate 
(Schneider and White, 2004). Human resources practices can be divided into four 
subcategories: training, selection, performance appraisal and compensation, as well as 
market segmentation (Schneider and White, 2004). 
Training 
Firms should identify the areas which require training attention (Goldstein and Ford, 
2002) through employee focus groups or directly from customers because there is 
psychological closeness between service employees and their customers (Schneider and 
White, 2004). 
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Selection 
Firms should determine the service orientation of the people they hire through 
personality tests or simulations (Schneider and White, 2004). 
Performance Appraisal and Compensation 
The rationale behind the “360-degree feedback” (see Tornow and London, 1998) is that 
employees and managers are appraised from multiple view points, such as colleagues, 
subordinates, customers, and superiors. Because employees will spend more time and 
effort on activities for which they are being evaluated and if their evaluations are in turn 
tied to their compensation (see Rynes and Gerhart, 2000), a firm’s compensation 
practices can be designed to encourage certain types of action, such as service 
orientation in this case (Schneider and White, 2004). 
Market Segmentation 
The idea behind market segmentation as a human resources management issue is that 
customers within an industry can hold different expectations for service quality 
(Schneider and White, 2004). Firms should hence determine the market segment they 
aim at and establish their human resources policies and practices accordingly (Schneider 
and White, 2004). 
Schneider and Bowen (1993) state that human resources should be managed: 
strategically (filling a personnel requirement or differentiating a firm from others), 
contingently (recruiting appropriate people, training them, and rewarding them 
meaningfully), scientifically (assessing effectiveness of human resources management 
practices), and cross-functionally (focusing both on service quality and employee well-
being). 
Their research corroborates such an explanation for creating a service climate because it 
points out that managers need to create a climate for service (by foundations issues) as 
well as a climate for employee well-being (by human resources management practices 
that meet the employees’ needs). In this sense, climate for employee well-being is a 
foundation for service climate (Schneider and Bowen, 1993). 
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Figure 7 Antecedents to Service Climate 
 
Sources: Adapted from Schneider and White (2004) and Schneider, White, and Paul (1998) 
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qualitative methods, whereas organizational climate focuses on comparisons between 
different social settings at one point in time and hence relies on quantitative methods 
(Fey and Beamish, 2001). Research on organizational climate places emphasis on 
observable practices within the firm. In research on organizational culture, the emphasis 
is placed on values and underlying assumptions within the firm. Organizational culture 
is thus more oriented toward deeper concepts. Some researchers assert that the 
constructs represent very similar phenomena (Denison, 1990; Fey and Beamish, 2001; 
Schneider and Reichers, 1983). Others (e.g., Deshpandé and Webster, 1989) insist on 
distinguishing between the two terms for the sake of theoretical correctness (e.g., Fey 
and Beamish, 2001). As pointed out by Fey and Beamish (2001), there is a problem 
related to the popularity of the term organizational culture. In recent years, 
organizational culture has become more popular than organizational climate, and some 
authors use culture although their study is concerned with climate, only because the 
term organizational culture is more popular. This is why the concept of organizational 
culture has evolved to encompass both organizational climate and organizational culture 
(Fey and Beamish, 2001). 
Marketing researchers (e.g., Kohli and Jaworski, 1990; Saxe and Weitz, 1982) and 
services researchers (e.g., Schneider and Bowen, 1985) have primarily focused on work 
climates, as manifest in the activities conducted by the firm and behaviors of workers, 
rather than on culture, which is a higher level of abstraction, constituted by the beliefs 
and assumptions that underlie the firm (Schein, 1984). Climate is the manifest evidence 
(behaviors and activities) that arises from the organizational culture (beliefs and 
assumptions) (Kennedy, Lassk, and Goolsby, 2002). In other words, “climate is the 
atmosphere that employees perceive is created in their organizations by practices, 
procedures, and rewards” (Schneider, Gunnarson, and Niles-Jolly, 1994, 18). And 
culture arises from employees’ interpretations of the assumptions and values that 
produce the climates they experience (Schneider, Gunnarson, and Niles-Jolly, 1994). 
Thus, management actions foster climates and employees’ attributions create culture 
(Schneider, Gunnarson, and Niles-Jolly, 1994). 
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Relationship between Organizational Culture and Performance 
The role of managerial values and beliefs in explaining why some firms perform better 
than others has been investigated by some authors (e.g., Deal and Kennedy, 1982; 
Peters and Waterman, 1982). Their results suggest that firms with sustained superior 
financial performance are characterized by strong managerial values that define the way 
they conduct business. 
A homogenous culture is key for corporate success because it motivates employees 
toward stated objectives and ensures the coherence of their actions (Strategor, 1994). 
Culture can, therefore, be a source of sustained competitive advantage (Barney, 1986). 
According to the resource-based theory (Barney, 1986, 1991), organizational culture is a 
source of sustained competitive advantage and thus sustained superior financial 
performance if, and only if, it meets four conditions. First, culture must be valuable: it 
must enable a firm to create value. A homogeneous organizational culture is valuable 
since it reduces information-processing demands (therefore, the individuals are better 
focused on their activities), as well as the costs of monitoring employees, and 
negotiation and bargaining costs (Besanko, Dranove, and Shanley, 2000). Second, 
culture must be rare: it must have characteristics which are not common to a large 
number of other firms. A homogenous culture is rare because it is a unique combination 
of values, beliefs and norms for behavior (e.g., Desphandé and Webster, 1989). Third, 
culture must be imperfectly imitable: if firms without such a culture try to imitate it, 
they will be at some disadvantage compared to the firm they are trying to imitate, in 
terms of reputation or experience, for example. It is also difficult to imitate because of 
its tacitness and complexity (Barley, 1983; Gregory, 1983). Indeed, culture is not easily 
visible nor understood by external observers (Barney, 1986). Finally, there should be no 
strategically equivalent substitute to organizational culture. 
However, one should be cautious before accepting the idea that organizational culture 
leads to better performance, because a homogenous culture may also lead to a certain 
confinement and a lack of openness to change (Leonard-Barton, 1992) and, therefore, it 
may decrease performance. Indeed, in some situations, multiple cultures may be 
preferable. 
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Person-Organization Fit 
Person-Organization fit (P-O fit) needs to be presented because organizational culture 
and the value / personality – attitude – behavior hierarchy are related to employees and 
to their relationships with their firms. P-O fit is a crucial element because it allows 
managers to influence the variables of the hierarchy. 
Definition of Person-Organization Fit 
Broadly speaking, P-O fit refers to the compatibility between people and the 
organizations in which they work (Bowen, Ledford, and Nathan, 1991; Kristof, 1996; 
Schneider, 1987). Compatibility may be conceptualized in multiple ways and two main 
distinctions have been made in the literature as pointed out by Kristof (1996). 
The first distinction is between supplementary fit and complementary fit. 
Supplementary fit exists when a person and a firm possess similar or matching 
characteristics (Cable and Edwards, 2004). It occurs when a person “supplements, 
embellishes, or possesses characteristics which are similar to other individuals” in an 
environment (Muchinsky and Monahan, 1987, 269), for example when a firm hires an 
employee with skills that replicate those already widely possessed in its workforce 
(Cable and Edwards, 2004). On the other hand, complementary fit occurs when a 
person’s or a firm’s characteristics provide what the other wants (Cable and Edwards, 
2004), for example when an employee has particular skills that a firm requires or when 
a firm offers the rewards an individual wants (Cable and Edwards, 2004). An MO-
related example could be used to illustrate this distinction. If a firm is market-oriented, 
according to the supplementary fit perspective, managers will hire people with a 
market-oriented profile. And if the firm wants to enhance MO, managers will also 
choose people with a market-oriented profile to attain an optimal complementary fit. 
Both traditions (i.e. supplementary and complementary fit traditions) have different 
dominant paradigms (Cable and Edwards, 2004). In the supplementary tradition, most 
research concentrates on value congruence (Cable and Edwards, 2004) between persons 
and organizations (Chatman, 1989). Individual values are concepts or beliefs about 
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desirable end states or behaviors that transcend specific situations, guide selection or 
evaluation of behaviors, and are ordered by importance in relation to one another to 
form a system of value priorities (Kluckhohn, 1951; Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1992). 
Values are a type of social cognition that facilitate a person’s adaptation to the 
environment, and values influence behavior (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975; Weiner, 1988). 
In organizations, value systems provide an elaborate and generalized justification for 
appropriate employee behavior and for the activities and functions of the system (Enz, 
1988; Katz and Kahn, 1978; McCoy, 1985). Norms are closely related to values in the 
sense that they specify the forms of behaviors appropriate for members within that 
system (Kilmann, Saxton, and Serpa, 1985). Value congruence refers to the similarity 
between an individual’s values and the cultural value system of a firm (Chatman, 1989; 
Kristof, 1996). Value congruence should affect employees’ attitudes and behaviors 
because people are more attracted to others who are similar to them and tend to trust 
them (e.g., Byrne, 1969; Tsui and O’Reilly, 1989). Some studies show that an 
individual who shares the values of other employees also enjoys improved 
communication and increased predictability in social interactions (Festinger, 1954; 
O’Reilly, Chatman, and Caldwell, 1991; Tsui and O’Reilly, 1989). Individuals who 
hold the same values have the same way of interpreting events, reducing uncertainty and 
improving interpersonal relationships (Kalliath, Bluedorn, and Strube, 1999). Hence, 
employees’ attitudes should be more positive when value congruence is maximized 
(Cable and Edwards, 2004). 
The complementary tradition is principally conceptualized as psychological need 
fulfillment (Edwards, 1991). The process underlying psychological need fulfillment is 
an employee’s cognitive comparison of the desired amount of a resource or reward 
relative to the amount that is perceived to be supplied by the firm (French, Caplan, and 
Harrison, 1982). People become dissatisfied when the supplies provided by the 
environment fall short of what they desire, and thus satisfaction increases as supplies 
increase towards desires (Cable and Edwards, 2004). The main difference between 
value congruence and psychological need fulfillment is the conceptual dimension along 
which values and needs vary: needs are the desired amount of organizational attributes 
and values represent the importance of organizational attributes (Cable and Edwards, 
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2004). Strong organizational values are both intensely held and widely shared, which is 
often defined as a strong organizational culture (Davis, 1984; Deal and Kennedy, 1982). 
A second distinction is between needs-supplies and demands-abilities. In the needs-
supplies view, “P-O fit occurs when an organization satisfies individuals’ needs, 
desires, or preferences” (Kristof, 1996, 3). On the contrary, in the demands-abilities 
view, P-O fit occurs when “an individual has the abilities required to meet organization 
demands” (Kristof, 1996, 3). Both of these demand-supply relationships can be derived 
from Muchinsky and Monahan’s (1987) definition of complementary fit (Kristof, 1996). 
Recognizing the multiple conceptualizations of P-O fit, Kristof (1996, 4-5) defines P-O 
fit more precisely as “the compatibility between people and organizations that occurs 
when: (a) at least one entity provides what the other needs, or (b) they share similar 
fundamental characteristics, or (c) both.” 
Antecedents to Person-Organization Fit 
Kristof (1996) distinguishes between two main categories of antecedents to P-O fit: 
organizational entry (individual job search and choice, as well as organizational 
recruitment and selection) and socialization. 
Individual Job Search and Choice 
In a study by Rynes, Bretz, and Gerhart (1991), job applicants assessed the fit with 
firms based on interactions with formal organizational representatives, as well as on 
informal contacts with other people in the firm. The influences on fit assessments were 
the firm’s general reputation, attitudes toward product/industry, status of particular 
functional areas within the firm, training and promotion opportunities, and geographical 
location. 
Most research in laboratory settings has revealed that personality variables are used to 
predict people’s preferences for firms with certain types of reward systems (Kristof, 
1996). For example, students with a high need for achievement tend to prefer firms 
characterized by support and reward for competitive individual effort and 
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accomplishment (Bretz, Ash, and Dreher, 1989; Turban and Keon, 1993). As Kristof 
(1996, 21) summarizes, this indicates that the “needs-supplies fit between individual 
personality traits and organizational characteristics may significantly influence 
applicants’ job choice decisions.” 
Organizational Recruitment and Selection 
“Selection is the set of procedures through which an organization chooses its members” 
(Chatman, 1989, 344). The selection processes should assess a job applicant’s 
knowledge, skills, and abilities (KSAs), so that firms hire people whose KSAa are 
compatible with the job requirements (Chatman, 1989). Bowen, Ledford, and Nathan 
(1991) stress the desirability of P-O fit as an outcome of the hiring process and suggest 
that P-O fit becomes the critical factor when a firm selects employees for long-term 
employment and organizational flexibility. As Kristof states (1996, 22), “selecting 
people whose personalities are compatible with the organizational culture creates a 
flexible workforce with employees who can be moved easily between jobs”. According 
to Sagiv and Schwartz (2000), when people emphasize values similar to those that 
prevail in their environment and when this environment allows them to attain the goals 
they value, they experience a positive sense of well-being. The concept of P-O fit is, 
therefore, important in this research because if a firm desires to increase MO, 
employees with corresponding values should be hired. 
Bowen, Ledford, and Nathan (1991) propose a four step procedure to help practitioners 
incorporate P-O fit at each step of the recruitment process. These steps are: work 
environment assessment, inferring the type of person required, designing “rites of 
passage” that allow the firm and the individual to assess fit, and reinforcing P-O fit at 
work. The adoption of this procedure should improve employee attitudes, as well as 
reduce absenteeism and turnover. Kristof (1996) moderates the importance of this 
procedure by arguing that P-O fit criteria is already included in the selection process, 
highlighting, for example, the fact that the interview is the most effective way of 
selecting candidates who appear to fit well with the firm (Kristof, 1991) in terms of 
values and norms (Chatman, 1989). 
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Socialization 
Organizational socialization is the process that enables employees to understand the 
values, abilities, expected behaviors, and social knowledge necessary for assuming an 
organizational role and for participating as an organizational member (Louis, 1980; Van 
Maanen and Schein, 1979). Chatman (1989) suggests that socialization teaches 
employees the norms and values of the firm. The socialization goal is to facilitate 
learning about different aspects of the organizational environment, such as performance 
proficiency, people, working relationships, politics, organization-specific language, firm 
history, and organizational goals and values (Chao et al., 1994). Several studies (e.g., 
Hall, Schneider, and Nygren, 1975) show that as tenure increases, employees learn and 
accept the goals and values of their firm, resulting in a higher level of supplementary fit. 
Socialization is fundamental to P-O fit because the primary goals of socialization are to 
ensure the continuity of central values and to provide new employees with a framework 
for responding to their work environment and for coordinating with other employees 
(Jones, 1986; Van Maanen and Schein, 1979). To the extent that socialization processes 
result in P-O fit, employees are more likely to be committed to the organization and are 
less likely to leave, which ensures that firms receive greater return on investment in 
recruitment, selection, and training (Kristof, 1996). 
Organizations’ socialization practices are an important predictor of how employees 
respond and adjust to their new environment (Jones, 1986). One important characteristic 
of any organization’s socialization process is the extent to which it is aimed at reducing 
the ambiguity that employees face after joining an organization (Kim, Cable, and Kim, 
2005). Institutionalized socialization practices (Jones, 1986) aim at reducing ambiguity 
for new employees by providing them with a common set of learning experiences, 
explicit information about the sequence and timing of activities, and social support and 
exposure to experienced organizational members (Kim, Cable, and Kim, 2005). 
Institutionalized socialization tactics are positively and significantly related to P-O fit 
(Kim, Cable, and Kim, 2005). According to this result, as positive framing (interpreting 
events as supportive rather than antagonistic) increases, the relationship between 
institutionalized tactics and P-O fit becomes stronger. Moreover, as proactive 
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relationship-building activities with supervisors increase, the positive link between 
socialization tactics and P-O fit becomes weaker. On the contrary, general socializing 
increases the relationship between institutionalized tactics and P-O fit. Firms do not 
entirely control the effects of their socialization tactics on new entrants’ P-O fit as 
maintained by Kim, Cable, and Kim (2005): new employees also play an important role. 
Morrison (1993a, 1993b) finds similar results. 
If a firm is highly selective during the selection processes, the costs of socialization 
(training, orientation, etc.) are lowered according to Chatman (1989). Hence, firms may 
seek out and select individuals whose values are already similar to current employees’ 
values (Schneider, 1987), making it easier to socialize them. 
Consequences of Person-Organization Fit 
P-O fit is useful because it makes it possible to better “predict the extent to which a 
person’s values will change as a function of organizational membership and the extent 
to which he/she will adhere to organizational norms” (Chatman, 1989, 342). Kristof 
(1996) describes the impact of P-O fit on various aspects at the individual and 
organizational levels: work attitudes, intention to quit and turnover, stress, prosocial 
behaviors, work performance, and organizational consequences. 
Work Attitudes 
Kristof (1996) reviews several studies that support the positive effects of P-O fit on 
individual work attitudes, such as job satisfaction and organizational commitment (e.g., 
Chatman, 1991), organizational satisfaction (Bretz and Judge, 1994), motivation 
(Posner, 1992), feelings of group cohesion (Boxx, Odom, and Dunn, 1991) as well as 
feelings of personal success (Posner, Kouzes, and Schmidt, 1985). 
Intention to Quit and Turnover 
Employees with lower levels of value congruence with their firms are more likely to 
report an intention to leave their firms than those with higher levels of congruence 
(Chatman, 1991; O’Reilly, Chatman, and Caldwell, 1991). Furthermore, it has been 
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shown that these intentions to quit are often acted upon (Bretz and Judge, 1994; 
Chatman, 1991; O’Reilly, Chatman, and Caldwell, 1991). 
Stress 
Lower level of work-related stress is associated with high-level of P-O fit (Chesney and 
Rosenman, 1980; Friedman and Rosenman, 1974; Matteson and Ivancevich, 1982). 
According to Büssing and Glaser (1999), job stress in P-O fit models results from a 
misfit between individual values and environmental opportunities to fulfill those values 
or from environmental demands that exceed the individual’s capacity. The results of the 
study by Bouckenooghe et al. (2004) show that value conflict (between individual 
values and the dominating values in the environment) may be an important predictor in 
explaining employee stress. These results correspond to the outcomes of the studies by 
Sagiv and Schwartz (2000) and Taris and Feij (2001). 
Prosocial Behaviors 
P-O fit implies increased prosocial behaviors such as organizational citizenship 
behaviors (O’Reilly and Chatman, 1986), self-reported teamwork (Posner, 1992), and 
tendencies toward ethical behavior (Posner, Kouzes, and Schmidt, 1985). 
Work Performance 
Employees with low discrepancies between their firm’s climate and their preference for 
such a climate have higher self-appraised work performance (Tziner, 1987). Andrews 
(1967) finds similar results concerning the matched values between the employees and 
the firm. 
Organizational Consequences 
The previous positive outcomes concern individuals. At the organizational level, the 
benefits of high levels of P-O fit are questioned. For example, Argyris (1958) thinks 
that firms with too many people of “the right type” would be in danger of lacking 
innovativeness. This may result in short-term perspectives, an inability to adapt to a 
turbulent environment, and a lack of organizational innovation (Schneider, 1987; 
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Schneider et al., 1997). Schneider et al. (1997) propose that high levels of fit may be 
desirable for lower level employees, but managers at higher levels should be selected 
for heterogeneity. Chatman (1989) suggests that there should be an optimal level of P-O 
fit. P-O fit antecedents and consequences are summarized in Figure 8. 
After having defined MO, described the value / personality – attitude – behavior 
hierarchy, introduced organizational culture, and presented the concept of P-O fit, it is 
relevant to discuss how MO can be managed before moving on to the consequence of 
MO at the individual level, i.e., individual performance. 
Figure 8 P-O Fit Antecedents and Consequences 
 
Source: Adapted from Kristof (1996) 
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Managing Market Orientation 
In seeking to investigate the characteristics of successful programs for building MO, 
Day (1994) proposes some applications of how the capabilities approach can be applied 
to the design of programs to enhance MO. He shows that capabilities could be the 
source of a sustainable competitive position in the costly-to-imitate resources developed 
by the firm. Day (1994, 38) defines these capabilities as “complex bundles of skills and 
collective learning, exercised through organizational processes, that ensure superior 
coordination of functional activities.” 
The objective behind the development of such capabilities is to demonstrate a 
commitment to a set of processes, beliefs, and values, in order to stimulate superior 
performance by satisfying customers better than competitors. Firms often underestimate 
how difficult a task it is to shift an organization’s focus from internal to external 
concerns. A wide-range of cultural shift is necessary and change programs will have to 
match the magnitude of the cultural shift (Day, 1994). In summary, developing the 
capabilities of market-driven organizations includes various steps, such as diagnosing 
the current capabilities, anticipating future needs for further potential capabilities, and 
designing the change program (Day, 1994). 
Two approaches can enhance MO, the top-down and bottom-up initiatives (see Jaworski 
and Kohli, 1996; Narver and Slater, 1991), which are both consistent with the concept 
of P-O fit. The top-down initiatives refer to the organizational change effort led by top 
management. Kohli and Jaworski (1990) suggest that there are three levers that 
management can use to increase MO: senior management actions, interfunctional 
relationships, and organizationwide systems. The bottom-up initiatives are “percolated” 
up from the lower/middle levels of the organization and eventually spread throughout 
the company (Narver and Slater, 1991; Nonaka, 1988). 
Top-Down Initiatives 
To enhance MO from a top-down perspective, Jaworski and Kohli (1993) propose 
several means, such as promoting interdepartmental connectedness through the physical 
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proximity of departments and through telematics, as well as interdepartmental training 
programs, cross-functional activities, and alignment of departmental performance 
objectives by focusing on markets. Training can be tailored to meet the needs of 
particular units and locations (Lytle, Hom, and Mokwa, 1998) and the effectiveness of 
leaders’ abilities to implement a customer-culture can be evaluated (Kennedy, Lassk 
and Goolsby, 2002). For example, a firm studied by Kennedy, Lassk, and Goolsby 
(2002) organized training sessions with the aim of identifying internal and external 
customers, understanding customer requirements, implementing continual improvement 
processes, and instilling teamwork. 
Reward systems should take into account the contributions of individuals in sensing and 
responding to market needs (Jaworski and Kohli, 1993). “Organizations that reward 
employees on the basis of factors such as customer satisfaction, building customer 
relationships, and so on tend to be more market-oriented” (Jaworski and Kohli, 1993, 
63). As Webster (1994, 276) explains “from top management on, throughout the entire 
organization, people must commit to a single overriding purpose: to create a satisfied 
customer.” 
Bottom-Up Initiatives 
From a bottom-up perspective, it may be also useful to empower employees to make 
decisions at lower levels of organizations rather than concentrate decision-making in the 
upper echelons of an organization (Jaworski and Kohli, 1993; Narver and Slater, 1991). 
If human resources are managed by the belief that customer satisfaction is both a cause 
and a consequence of employee satisfaction, rewards are then based on measurable 
improvements in customer satisfaction and retention, employees are empowered to 
resolve customers’ problems without having to seek managerial approval (cf. 
decentralization of the decision-making, Jaworski and Kohli, 1993) and recruiting is 
based on customer problem-solving skills, for example (Day, 1994). 
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Consequences of Managing Market Orientation 
Kennedy, Lassk, and Goolsby (2002) reviewing the recent marketing literature posit 
that in order for organizations to be successful, they must (1) instill an organization-
wide focus on understanding the requirements of customers, (2) generate an 
understanding of the marketplace and disseminate that knowledge to everyone in the 
firm, and (3) align system capabilities internally so that the organization responds 
effectively with innovative, competitively differentiated, satisfaction-generating 
products and services.  
MO is intangible, cannot be purchased in the marketplace, is socially complex in 
structure, is composed of highly interconnected elements, has mass efficiencies and 
probably becomes increasingly effective over time. Employees learn how to be market-
oriented not solely from reading policy manuals but from associating with other 
employees that are already market-oriented (Hunt and Morgan, 1995). Socialization 
plays an important role in enhancing MO. 
In summary, market-driven behaviors are more likely to exist and to be more influential 
when (Day, 1994): 
1) There is a committed and involved top management team; 
2) The culture is supportive; 
3) Objectives and rewards are aligned with external market performance; 
4) The locus of decision-making is as close to customers as possible. 
Individual Performance 
Individual performance needs to be taken into account when studying MO because 
previous research supports that customer orientation and interfunctional coordination 
lead to better individual performance in terms of teamwork, behavior toward customers, 
empowerment, and effectiveness (Brown et al., 2002; Kennedy, Lassk, and Burns, 
2001). Assessment of job performance makes it possible to know how well tasks are 
done and objectives are attained (Deadrick and Gardner, 2000; Kennedy, Lassk, and 
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Burns, 2001). However, because of role ambiguity and role conflict (Bettencourt and 
Brown, 2003), a service employee may overly satisfy customers at the expense of firm 
performance. Therefore, being market-oriented (i.e., customer oriented) may lead to 
lower performance from the supervisor’s point of view.  
The next chapter presents the hypotheses based on the research model. 
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CHAPTER 2 
CONCEPTUAL MODEL 
This chapter presents the level of analysis used in this research and the hypotheses 
development. 
Level of Analysis 
Most research rooted in the MO cultural perspective uses a comparative management 
approach to culture (e.g., Deshpandé, Farley, and Webster, 1993; Deshpandé and 
Webster, 1989). In such an approach, MO is treated as an independent variable 
endogenous to the firm, consisting of shared beliefs and values (Deshpandé and 
Webster, 1989). Because beliefs and values about MO are endogenous to the firm, MO 
has been measured using the perception of, for example, marketing managers. These 
studies, however, failed to evaluate whether these values and beliefs were effectively 
shared throughout the organization. Therefore, such an aggregated approach overlooks 
differences in belief systems between employees from different functions and different 
hierarchical levels within the firm (Allen, McQuarrie, and Barr, 1998). Moreover, this 
aggregate approach has been challenged by empirical findings such as those in the study 
by Kohli, Jaworski, and Kumar (1993), which evince factor structures for MO reported 
by key informants from marketing versus nonmarketing functions. 
In the present study, an organizational cognition perspective on organizational culture 
(Deshpandé and Webster, 1989; Smircich, 1983) is adopted in which MO is to be found 
within each individual employee as a function of cognitive and learning processes. 
Organizational culture derives from subjective values and attitudes that individual 
employees share to varying degrees (Smircich, 1983). The emphasis on values, 
personality, and attitudes means that this approach to studying culture is carried out at 
the individual-employee level rather than at the top management level. 
Because the marketing concept can only be truly achieved in a firm, especially a service 
firm, when MO permeates all operations and is accepted as a shared philosophy by all 
individual workers throughout every level of the organization (Kennedy, Lassk, and 
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Goolsby, 2002), data were collected from a cross-section of each firm’s hierarchical 
levels and functions. Collecting data at the individual level reveals the extent to which 
MO permeates the firm. It leads to more managerially useful observations, and adds 
theoretical insight not currently available in extent MO research (Kennedy, Lassk, and 
Goolsby, 2002). Moreover, it provides a more accurate profile of the firm as perceptions 
of executives usually significantly differ from those of both front-line employees and 
customers (Deshpandé, Farley, and Webster, 1993; Lytle, Hom, and Mokwa, 1998). 
Hypothesis Development 
The research model shown in Figure 9 is based on the value / personality – attitude – 
behavior hierarchy framework presented in the previous chapter (see pages 14-17). It is 
a model in which the relationship between values / personality and behavior is mediated 
by attitude. As explained on page 17, the general framework of value – attitude – 
behavior (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975; Homer and Kahle, 1988) has been extended to 
include personality traits. Individual performance is also added in the model as a 
consequence of market-oriented behaviors. Theory and previous research make it 
possible to add a direct effect of attitude toward MO on individual performance 
(Kennedy, Lassk, and Goolsby, 2002). Therefore, this link has also been included in the 
model. 
Although some researchers such as Carman (1977) and Williams (1979) hold that 
values are the basis of behaviors, they are exceptions. Most authors (e.g., Homer and 
Kahle, 1988; Pitts and Woodside, 1983) indeed use attitude in the hierarchy as a 
mediator between values and behavior. No direct link between individual values / 
personality traits and market-oriented behavior has been specified because exploratory 
statistical tests showed no significant relationship between these constructs. The 
rationale for each relationship in the research model is laid out in detail throughout the 
following pages. 
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Attitudes toward Market Orientation 
As defined in the previous chapter, attitudes are predispositions to behave in a certain 
way (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980). In this study, the focus is on attitudes toward MO, 
which are composed of three dimensions: attitudes toward customer orientation, 
attitudes toward competitor orientation, and attitudes toward interfunctional 
coordination. 
 
Figure 9 Research Model 
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target customers (Narver and Slater, 1990). Interfunctional coordination is motivated by 
the desire to achieve the firm’s broad common objectives as well as its specific 
marketing objectives (Ruekert and Walker, 1987). However, the goals of different 
functional areas and their employees are rarely consonant (Anderson, 1982). Thus, 
interfunctional coordination is driven by common objectives, but it is also a source of 
conflict due to discrepancies between individual goals. 
Ajzen and Fishbein’s (1980) theory of reasoned action suggests that a person’s behavior 
is determined by his/her attitude toward the behavioral action and social norms that 
influence the likelihood of performing the behavior. A favorable attitude toward MO is 
a predisposition to engage in market-oriented behaviors (Furrer, Lantz, and 
Perrinjaquet, 2004). Individual values and personality traits have been shown to 
influence attitudes. At the individual-employee level, according to the value – attitude – 
behavior hierarchy framework, the influence should theoretically flow from abstract 
values to mid-range attitudes (Homer and Kahle, 1988). Indeed, values are the centrally 
held core of an individual’s belief system and transcend specific situations (Rokeach, 
1973) and attitudes are less central to an individual’s identity and less global in their 
application (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980). Finally, behaviors are reinforced by attitudes. 
In this research, individual values lead to attitudes toward MO. Since personality traits 
influence individuals’ patterns of thought (McCrae and Costa, 1990, 23), they also need 
to be taken into account for their role in the development of attitudes toward MO. In the 
next paragraphs, hypotheses about the three dimensions of attitudes toward MO are 
developed, in relation with individual values and personality traits. 
Individual Values 
As defined in the previous chapter, values are concepts or beliefs about desirable end 
states or behaviors that transcend specific situations, guide selection or evaluation of 
behavior and events, and are ordered by relative importance (Schwartz and Bilsky, 
1987, 551). Schwartz (1992) identified ten value types interrelated in a circular 
structure. Because of multicollinearity problems with these interrelated values 
(Perrinjaquet et al., 2007), a current trend in values research is to use values at a higher-
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order level (e.g., Egri et al., 2004) as discussed on pages 20 and 21. Consistent with this 
trend and following Egri et al.’s (2004) conceptualization, this hypotheses section 
focuses on the following three higher-order values: individualism, collectivism, and 
universalism. 
Individualists have independent selves, primarily organized and made meaningful by 
reference to their own internal repertoire of thoughts, feelings, and actions, rather than 
by reference to the thoughts, feelings, and actions of others (Aaker and Maheswaran, 
1997; Markus and Kitayama, 1991). On the other hand, collectivistic people have 
interdependent selves, i.e., their behaviors are determined by what they perceive to be 
the thoughts of other in-group members (Markus and Kitayama, 1991). Universalism is 
the understanding, appreciation, tolerance and protection for the welfare of all people 
and for nature (Schwartz and Sagiv, 1995). 
Individualistic people need to express their thoughts to others but are less conscious that 
they need to receive the thoughts of others (Markus and Kitayama, 1991). However, 
they also must be responsive to their social environment (Fiske, 1991). This 
responsiveness is fostered not so much for the sake of the responsiveness itself but more 
often it derives from a need to act strategically (Markus and Kitayama, 1991). This is 
consistent with Narver and Slater’s (1991) MO definition which refers to two decision 
criteria: long-term focus and profitability. Because customer orientation implies a 
reference to customers, employees with more individualistic values are more likely to 
develop attitudes favorable to customer orientation. On the other hand, for employees 
with collectivistic values, customers are out-group members, who can disturb the 
harmony of the in-group, which is the firm (Triandis, 1995). Therefore, they do not 
need to behave according to the thoughts or needs of customers. Furthermore, people 
with collectivistic values have interdependent self, which means that in many social 
contexts, their personal opinions, abilities, and characteristics play a secondary role. 
Thus, they are less likely to be individually customer-oriented if they are not ordered to 
be and constantly controlled by top management (Markus and Kitayama, 1991). In sum, 
it is likely that people with more collectivistic values will commit less effort to 
understand and satisfy customers than employees with less collectivistic values. Finally, 
universalistic values entail understanding, appreciation, tolerance and protection for the 
58 
welfare of all (Schwartz and Sagiv, 1995), including customers. Therefore, employees 
with more universalistic values will tend to be more customer-oriented than people with 
less universalistic values. 
Employees with more individualistic values are also more likely to develop attitudes 
that are favorable to competitor orientation than are employees with less individualistic 
values. Indeed, people with individualistic values, such as power (i.e., motivation to 
control and dominate people and resources – Sagiv and Schwartz, 2004) and 
achievement (i.e., personal success through demonstrating competence according to 
social standards – Sagiv and Schwartz, 2004) are likely to have favorable attitudes 
toward competitor orientation. The rationale is that such orientation, which implies 
being aware of the actions of the competitors and being ready to react quickly, is likely 
to help their firm gain a competitive advantage over their competitors and to increase 
their firm’s market power. Employees with more collectivistic values are less likely to 
be competitor-oriented than employees with less collectivistic values. This is because 
people with collectivistic values such as conformity (i.e., restraint of actions, 
inclinations, and impulses likely to upset or harm others and violate social expectations 
or norms – Sagiv and Schwartz, 2004) and security (i.e., safety, harmony, and stability 
of society, of relationships, and of self, – Sagiv and Schwartz, 2004) are not likely to 
have favorable attitudes toward competitor orientation because of the risk of conflict 
with these competitors. Finally, universalistic values imply that, when making 
decisions, people should understand and take into account all stakeholders, including 
competitors. Therefore, employees with more universalistic values will tend to be more 
competitor-oriented than people with less universalistic values. 
Employees with more individualistic values may then develop more favorable attitudes 
toward interfunctional coordination than employees with less individualistic values. 
This is because, as mentioned above, individualistic employees are strategically 
responsive to their social environment (Markus and Kitayama, 1991), and 
interfunctional coordination can be seen as a way to achieve their individual goals. 
Employees with collectivistic values tend to promote in-group harmony (e.g., Aaker and 
Maheswaran, 1997; Markus and Kitayama, 1991; Triandis et al., 1985). If a firm and its 
employees are considered as in-group members, collectivistic employees would be 
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likely to develop favorable attitudes toward interfunctional coordination. However, 
most firms are organized into functional departments with employees from different 
professional, educational, and social backgrounds, resulting in a strong sense of 
competition among each other (e.g., in terms of budget allocation). This tends to lead 
employees to consider the members of their own department as part of the in-group, and 
the members of the other departments as part of the out-group. Therefore, when 
employees in other departments (i.e., marketing or R&D) are considered as out-group, 
employees with more collectivistic values are less likely to develop favorable attitudes 
toward interfunctional coordination. In fact, in-group members are more likely to be 
members of an employee’s own department because they are closer and have more 
contacts with them than with employees from other departments. Finally, universalistic 
values involve understanding and appreciating others for the benefit of all. Therefore, 
employees with more universalistic values will tend to be more favorable toward 
interfunctional coordination than people with less universalistic values. 
In sum, employees with more individualistic and universalistic values will have more 
favorable attitudes toward understanding and satisfying customers, providing better 
service compared to competitors, and communicating through the organization with the 
goal to satisfy customers, than employees with less individualistic and universalistic 
values. Employees with more collectivistic values will have less favorable attitudes 
toward customer orientation, competitor orientation, and interfunctional coordination 
than employees with less collectivistic values. Therefore, it is possible to hypothesize 
that: 
H1a: Individualism will positively influence attitudes toward market orientation (i.e., 
customer orientation, competitor orientation, and interfunctional coordination). 
H1b: Collectivism will negatively influence attitudes toward market orientation (i.e., 
customer orientation, competitor orientation, and interfunctional coordination). 
H1c: Universalism will positively influence attitudes toward market orientation (i.e., 
customer orientation, competitor orientation, and interfunctional coordination). 
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Personality Traits 
Personality traits have been previously defined as dimensions of individual differences 
in tendencies to show consistent patterns of thoughts, feelings, and actions (McCrae and 
Costa, 1990, 23). Previous studies have empirically found support for a link between 
personality traits and customer orientation (e.g., Brown et al., 2002; Frei and McDaniel, 
1998). 
In this hypotheses section, each of the five personality traits is related to attitudes 
toward MO. Introversion refers to the extent to which people need attention and social 
interaction (Hurley, 1998b). Service workers characterized by a high level of 
introversion (i.e., reserved, untalkative, and shy) are expected to have less favorable 
attitudes toward customer-orientation, as such attitudes require an interaction with 
customers. This negative relationship between introversion and customer orientation has 
been empirically supported by the results of the studies by Hurley (1998a) and Spivey, 
Munson, and Locander (1979). Brown et al. (2002) also found directionally similar 
results but they were not statistically significant. Introversion should also negatively 
impact attitudes toward competitor orientation because such orientation implies 
interaction with competitors. Moreover, people with introverted personalities tend to 
have difficulties communicating and working in teams, which leads to negative impacts 
on attitudes toward interfunctional coordination. 
Employees presenting a high level of emotional instability (i.e., irritable and moody) are 
likely to present a low level of customer orientation, competitor orientation, or 
interfunctional coordination. Indeed, such people are likely to be poorly evaluated by 
customers who expect high quality service because these employees have fluctuating 
desires to serve customers and satisfy their own needs (Brown et al., 2002). These 
people are also likely to encounter difficulties working in teams because of their 
instability. Individuals high in emotional instability in fact present considerable costs to 
their teams: their poor performance under stress and expressions of negative emotions 
(e.g., anger, anxiety, dissatisfaction, insecurity) are likely to make their team mates 
uncomfortable (Klein et al., 2004). 
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People characterized by a high level of openness to experience are creative, imaginative, 
artistic, and innovative. They need intellectual stimulation and variety (Hurley, 1998b). 
Collecting intelligence from customers and competitors and disseminating this 
intelligence within the firm is likely to stimulate open-minded people as it necessitates 
being creative, imaginative, as well as innovative. Brown et al. (2002) did not argue in 
favor of a relationship between openness to experience and customer orientation but 
nevertheless included a measure of openness to experience in their empirical analysis. 
This analysis did not find a significant relationship. However, given the above 
argument, openness to experience and customer orientation are likely to be related. 
Conscientiousness represents a tendency toward precision and organization (Brown et 
al., 2002). This personality trait reflects the need to do the job correctly, (i.e., to satisfy 
the customer in this context) because a conscientious person is practical, organized, 
systematic, efficient, and thorough, and tends to have a desire to comply with rules and 
standards (Hurley, 1998b). In their meta-analysis, Frei and McDaniel (1998) found that 
conscientiousness is positively related to customer service orientation. 
Intuitively, employees who present a high level of agreeableness naturally feel empathy 
with their customers and possess a desire to solve their problems through the service 
they provide (Brown et al., 2002) because they are sympathetic, kind, warm, 
cooperative and helpful. Therefore, employees with an agreeable personality are likely 
to have more favorable attitudes toward customer orientation and interfunctional 
coordination. This is supported by the results of Hogan, Hogan, and Busch (1984) and 
Hurley (1998a). Hence, it is expected that: 
H2a: Introversion will have a negative impact on attitudes toward market orientation 
(i.e., customer orientation, competitor orientation, and interfunctional 
coordination). 
H2b: Emotional instability will have a negative impact on attitudes toward market 
orientation (i.e., customer orientation, competitor orientation, and 
interfunctional coordination). 
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H2c: Openness to experience will have a positive impact on attitudes toward market 
orientation (i.e., customer orientation, competitor orientation, and 
interfunctional coordination). 
H2d: Conscientiousness will have a positive impact on attitudes toward market 
orientation (i.e., customer orientation, competitor orientation, and 
interfunctional coordination). 
H2e: Agreeableness will have a positive impact on attitudes toward market 
orientation (i.e., customer orientation, competitor orientation, and 
interfunctional coordination). 
Market-Oriented Behaviors 
In this hypothesis development section, the focus is on the relationships between 
attitudes toward MO and market-oriented behaviors. To the best of our knowledge, no 
research has yet specifically studied the impact of attitudes toward MO on market-
oriented behaviors. However, there is strong support for the links between various 
attitudes and various behaviors in the literature (e.g., Homer and Kahle, 1988; Shim and 
Eastlink, 1988). 
As mentioned above (pages 25 and 26), market-oriented behaviors are composed of 
three dimensions: external representation, internal influence, and service delivery. 
External representation (or loyalty) consists in advocating the firm’s services and its 
image to outsiders (Bowen and Schneider, 1985), i.e., creating a good reputation. 
Internal influence (or participation) is taking individual initiatives to improve service 
delivery (Schneider and Bowen, 1984; Zeithaml, Berry, and Parasuraman, 1988), i.e., 
sharing information about customer needs. Finally, service delivery consists in serving 
customers in a conscientious, courteous, responsive and attentive manner (Parasuraman, 
Zeithaml, and Berry, 1988). 
Previous research (e.g., Brown et al., 2002; Kennedy, Lassk, and Goolsby, 2002) has 
demonstrated that customer-oriented employees tend to be more committed to the firm, 
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more satisfied with their jobs, and more effective, which should result in lower turnover 
rates. Hence, they are likely to say positive things about their firm on the outside and to 
generate good word-of-mouth about the firm, i.e., they are likely to exhibit external 
representation behaviors. Because customer orientation aims at creating superior value 
for customers (Narver and Slater, 1990), customer-oriented employees are likely to 
favor internal influence behaviors because this kind of behavior implies making 
suggestions for service improvement (Bettencourt, Gwinner, and Meuter, 2001). 
Donavan, Brown, and Mowen (2004) empirically found support for their hypothesis that 
customer orientation positively influences what they call altruistic organizational 
citizenship behavior, which is similar to internal influence behaviors. In service firms, 
customer-oriented employees will also improve service delivery (Bettencourt, Gwinner, 
and Meuter, 2001). Service orientation has been found to be a positive antecedent to 
each of the three types of market-oriented behaviors (Bettencourt, Gwinner, and Meuter, 
2001). 
Competitor orientation implies understanding competitors’ long term capabilities (Day, 
1994; Narver and Slater, 1990) and determining what the competitors are able to 
achieve in terms of superior performance in order to act against competitor actions. In 
service firms, employees with positive attitudes toward competitor orientation are likely 
to favor their firms and denigrate their competitors, i.e., they will favor external 
representation behaviors. They also tend to behave in order to increase their internal 
influence, i.e., sharing creative suggestions (Bettencourt and Brown, 2003) because they 
are interested in acting against competitor actions. If employees see better practices in 
other firms they could react by applying them to their firm in order to improve service 
delivery. 
In service firms, employees who have positive attitudes toward interfunctional 
coordination are also likely to be motivated by achieving their firm’s objectives as well 
as the objectives of their department (Ruekert and Walker, 1987). Therefore, they are 
also more likely to favor teamwork, i.e., internal influence. Because they believe that all 
the departments should be coordinated to create superior value for the customers 
(Narver and Slater, 1990), they will also favor service delivery behaviors. 
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Moreover, market-oriented employees have been shown to be more satisfied about their 
job (Bateman and Organ, 1983; Hoffman and Ingram, 1992; Siguaw, Brown, and 
Widing, 1994) and more committed to their firm (Jaworski and Kohli, 1993; Kelley, 
1992; O’Hara, Boles, and Johnston, 1991; Siguaw, Brown, and Widing, 1994). Job 
satisfaction and organizational commitment have been shown to be positive antecedents 
to the three kinds of market-oriented behaviors (Bettencourt and Brown, 2003). In light 
of this, the following hypothesis is suggested: 
H3: Attitudes toward market orientation will positively influence market-oriented 
behaviors. 
Individual Performance 
In this research concerning service firms, the focus is on two different measures of 
every employee’s individual performance. The first is related to global employee 
effectiveness in terms of quality and quantity (Brown et al., 2002). The second is related 
to performance in terms of satisfying customers (Kennedy, Lassk, and Burns, 2001). In 
the next paragraph, individual performance is hypothesized to be directly influenced by 
employees’ positive attitudes toward MO as well as indirectly through market-oriented 
behaviors. 
Market-Oriented Behaviors 
The causal chain presented in Figure 9 hypothesizes that individual performance is 
indirectly influenced by attitudes toward MO through market-oriented behaviors. The 
link between attitudes toward MO and market-oriented behaviors has already been 
argued in the development of H3. The relationship between market-oriented behaviors 
and individual performance now needs to be hypothesized. 
Employees with market-oriented behaviors are generally more satisfied with their jobs 
and more committed to their firms (Bettencourt and Brown, 2003). Thus, it is possible 
to presume that market-oriented employees who are more committed to their firm and 
who are professionally more satisfied are more likely to perform better. Furthermore, 
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customer orientation, as a behavior, has been empirically found to be positively 
correlated to employee performance (Brown et al., 2002). Therefore, we posit that: 
H4: Market-oriented behaviors will lead to increased individual performance (i.e., 
effectiveness and satisfying customers). 
Attitudes toward Market Orientation 
Positive attitudes toward MO are also likely to directly lead to better individual 
performance, in terms of both effectiveness and satisfying customers. Indeed, in 
addition to the indirect link through behaviors, Fisher (1980) shows that when people 
like something and believe it is important (i.e., a positive attitude), they perform better, 
i.e., a direct link between attitudes and individual performance. If employees believe 
that their firm should be market-oriented (i.e., a positive attitude toward MO), they will 
be better at MO (see Fisher, 1980; Kennedy, Lassk, and Goolsby, 2002). Because of 
their positive attitudes toward MO, i.e., customer orientation, competitor orientation, 
and interfunctional coordination, employees are likely to perform better. We suggest 
that: 
H5: Positive attitudes toward market orientation will lead to increased individual 
performance (i.e., effectiveness and satisfying customers). 
Organizational Culture 
Siguaw, Brown, and Widing (1994) empirically found that when a firm’s overall MO 
level increases, employees’ individual MO also increases. The impact of organizational 
culture needs, therefore, to be taken into account. This hypothesis is based on the notion 
of P-O fit which refers to the compatibility between employees and their organizations 
(Bowen, Ledford, and Nathan, 1991; Kristof, 1996; Schneider, 1987). 
The closer the fit between individual values / personality traits and organizational 
culture, the more positive attitudes toward MO are (Cable and Edwards, 2004; 
Chatman, 1989; Kristof, 1996). P-O fit has positive effects on individual work attitudes 
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(Kristof, 1996), such as job satisfaction and organizational commitment (e.g., Chatman, 
1991), organizational satisfaction (Bretz and Judge, 1994), motivation (Posner, 1992), 
feelings of group cohesion (Boxx, Odom, and Dunn, 1991) as well as feelings of 
personal success (Posner, Kouzes, and Schmidt, 1985), i.e., individual performance. 
Furthermore, when there is a close fit between attitudes and organizational culture, 
behaviors are more positive. In fact, employees’ attitudes and behaviors are more 
positive when value congruence is improved (Cable and Edwards, 2004) because people 
are more attracted to others who are similar to them (e.g., Byrne, 1969; Tsui and 
O’Reilly, 1989). Individuals who hold the same values have the same way of 
interpreting events, reducing uncertainty and improving interpersonal relationships 
(Kalliath, Bluedorn, and Strube, 1999). 
Moreover, when there is a close fit between behaviors and organizational culture, 
individual performance is likely to be improved. When the firm’s culture fits with the 
employees’ preference for such a culture, these employees have higher self-appraised 
work performance (Tziner, 1987). It has also been shown that higher performance is 
more likely to be achieved when there is a match between a firm’s values and the values 
of its employees (Andrews, 1967). 
More particularly, in light of this reasoning, when there is a fit between individual 
values / personality traits and organizational culture, attitudes are more favorable, in this 
case more favorable to MO. When a fit exists between attitudes toward MO and 
organizational culture, employees’ behaviors are likely to be more market-oriented. And 
when there is a fit between market-oriented behaviors and organizational culture, 
individual performance is likely to be increased. 
According to the characteristics of the four types of culture (adhocracy, market, clan, 
and hierarchy) described in the previous chapter, it is possible to assume that firms with 
adhocracy and market cultures, i.e., firms with external positioning, will be more 
market-oriented (Day, 1999). Because these types of culture aim at gaining a 
competitive advantage (market) and growth (adhocracy), and are characterized by 
adaptability (adhocracy) and goal achievement (market), they are likely to value and 
seek MO, because it has been shown that market-oriented firms perform better (i.e., 
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have a competitive advantage and a better growth rate) than non market-oriented firms 
(e.g., Day, 1994; Gray et al., 1999). Customer orientation, and more broadly MO, can 
occur in a culture which favors the creation and development of a service climate 
(Hartline, Maxham, and McKee, 2000). Moreover, the study by Deshpandé, Farley, and 
Webster (1993) revealed that firms with market cultures perform better followed by 
firms with adhocracy, clan, and hierarchy cultures. In their 1997 study, they again found 
that firms with market cultures perform the best, and firms with clan culture the worst. 
Therefore, we propose to test the following hypothesis: 
H6: In firms with adhocracy and market cultures, the causal relationships in the 
Individual Values / Personality Traits – Attitude – Behavior – Individual 
Performance chain are stronger than in firms with clan and hierarchy cultures. 
The next chapter presents the methodology used in this dissertation and the pre-test 
analyses. 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHOD 
After having described the research model and the hypotheses in chapter 2, this chapter 
is concerned with the methodology used. The structure of the chapter is as follows: 
First, the scales and measures used in the questionnaire are presented. Second, the 
exploratory pre-test analyses are discussed followed by the modifications made to the 
initial questionnaire. Finally, the confirmatory pre-test analyses are presented, i.e., 
measurement and structural models. 
Study Context 
The empirical part of this research focuses on services because they are an increasing 
source of job creation and economic wealth (Gray and Hooley, 2002). Moreover, this 
study also focuses on a single country (Switzerland). It would otherwise be necessary to 
establish whether valid cross-cultural, cross-industry, and multi-contextual 
measurement instruments can be developed (Gray and Hooley, 2002). Therefore, 
measurement equivalence issues are avoided by choosing one sector and one country. 
Collecting data in a single country and in only one part of that country makes it also 
possible to avoid the confounding effect of political-economy factors and cultural 
values upon individual values and attitudes toward MO (Selnes, Jaworski, and Kohli, 
1996; Steenkamp, ter Hofstede, and Wedel, 1999). The focus is also on service firms 
because in such firms every employee is most likely to have regular contact with 
customers, and therefore should be market oriented. This is not the case in most 
manufacturing firms, in which employees working in factories do not have any contact 
with customers (Furrer and Sollberger, 2007). 
As mentioned by Piercy, Harris, and Lane (2002, 261), only “few studies have 
examined the effects of market orientation on operational-level employees, in terms of 
their perceptions of work-related issues or their behavior and job attitudes.” Moreover, 
as argued by Saura et al. (2005), those studies are generally mostly based on managers’ 
or sales employees’ perceptions as the main source of information and data. Therefore, 
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in this dissertation, the perceptions of employees from different departments within the 
firms are investigated. 
Because the focus of the research is on values, attitudes, and behaviors toward MO 
within firms, questionnaires were addressed to multiple employees within each firm. 
Senior managers in target firms were personally contacted and informed of the nature of 
the study and asked to distribute the questionnaires to a sample of their employees. 
They were asked to nominate a sample of their employees representing a cross-section 
of hierarchical levels and functions within their organization in order to be able to 
estimate and control the effect of these two variables. 
Questionnaire and Measure Development 
An adapted version of Churchill’s procedure (Churchill, 1979) was used to assess the 
validity and the reliability of the questionnaire scales and measures. Figure 10 
summarizes the steps taken. The construct domains were specified based on the 
literature review and an initial list of items was borrowed from previously validated 
scales as described in the next sections. 
To measure the constructs described in chapter 1, different scales used in the empirical 
study were selected from the literature and adapted to the context of MO and service 
firms. Because the constructs used in this study, such as personality and attitudes, are 
underlying factors that give rise to indicators that are observed and realized, reflective 
items are thus used (Diamantopoulos and Winklhofer, 2001; Fornell and Bookstein, 
1982). Indeed, choosing between formative vs. reflective indicators depends on the 
causal priority between the indicators and their latent variable (Bollen, 1989). In this 
study, indicators that are caused by latent variables (reflective) rather than causing latent 
variables (formative) are therefore used (Edwards and Bagozzi, 2000; Jarvis, 
Mackenzie, and Podsakoff, 2003). 
Because the chosen scales were developed and tested in English, a draft questionnaire 
was initially developed in English and then translated into French by using a translation-
back-translation procedure (Craig and Douglas, 2000). 
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A draft questionnaire was then pre-tested on a first sample of respondents. These pre-
test analyses made it possible to delete, replace or re-word some questions and items in 
order to improve the validity and reliability of the scales before conducting the final 
data collection. This pre-test was especially useful to ensure the validity and reliability 
of the scales because these scales were developed in English for the US context and this 
present study was conducted in French in the Swiss context. 
Figure 10 Churchill’s Procedure 
 
Sources: Adapted from Churchill (1979) and Fornell and Larcker (1981) 
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Measures 
Individual Values 
Schwartz’s Value System (SVS) (Schwartz 1992; Schwartz and Sagiv 1995) consisting 
of 56 value items (see Table 2) was used to measure the ten values identified by 
Schwartz (1992) as stipulated in Chapter 1. The instruction and scoring procedure 
developed by Schwartz (Schwartz and Sagiv, 1995) were also used. 
As recommended by Schwartz (1992), the items are presented in two lists; the first 30 
value items are phrased as terminal values and the remaining 26 value items as 
instrumental values. Each value is followed by a short explanatory phrase. Value items 
from different motivational types are intermixed throughout the instrument. Each value 
item was measured on 9-point Likert-type scales ranging from “opposed to my values” 
[-1] to “important” [3] to “of supreme importance” [7] as guiding principles in life. 
Prior to rating the value items on each list, respondents were asked to choose and rate 
their most important and least important value items as anchoring points (Munson and 
McIntyre, 1979). 
The ten basic value dimensions form a complex, circular structure of interrelated values 
(Schwartz, 1992) that is not easily represented by factor analytic methods (Shye, 1988). 
To avoid the problems of multicollinearity created by the high level of correlation 
between the different value types, values at a higher-order level were used, i.e., the 
openness-to-change/conservation and self-enhancement/self-transcendence continua 
(Feather, 1995; Steenkamp, ter Hofstede, and Wedel, 1999). Therefore, as suggested by 
Schwartz (1992), an index for the importance of a higher-order level value domain (i.e., 
openness-to-change/conservation and self-enhancement/self-transcendence, Table 3) 
was obtained by computing the mean importance for each of the ten value types 
separately and subsequently by averaging the importance attributed to the value types 
within each value domain. This averaging procedure is carried out after running a multi-
dimensional (MDS) analysis that makes it possible to detect and drop poor quality items 
(see the analyses section). This procedure is designed to ensure the equal weighting of 
value types in the construction of their respective value domain. 
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Table 2 Individual Values 
Value Type Value List A Value List B 
Universalism Equality Broad-minded 
 Inner harmony Protecting the environment 
 A world at peace  
 Unity with nature  
 Wisdom  
 A world of beauty  
 Social justice  
Benevolence A spiritual life Loyal 
 Meaning in life Honest 
 Mature love Helpful 
 True friendship Responsible 
  Forgiving 
Conformity Politeness Honoring of parents and elders 
 Self-discipline Obedience 
Tradition Respect for tradition Moderate 
 Detachment Humble 
  Accepting my portion in life 
  Devout 
Security Sense of belonging Healthy 
 Social order Clean 
 National security  
 Reciprocation of favor  
 Family security  
Power Social power Preserving my public image 
 Wealth  
 Social recognition  
 Authority  
Achievement  Ambitious 
  Influential 
  Capable 
  Intelligent 
  Successful 
Hedonism Pleasure Enjoying life 
Stimulation An exciting life Daring 
 A varied life  
Self-direction Freedom Independent 
 Self respect Choosing own goals 
 Creativity Curious 
Source: Schwartz (1992) 
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Table 3 Higher-Order Level Dimensions 
Higher-Order Level Dimension Value Type 
Openness-to-change Stimulation 
 Self-direction 
Conservation Security 
 Conformity 
 Tradition 
Self-enhancement Power 
 Achievement 
 Hedonism 
Self-transcendence Benevolence 
 Universalism 
Source: Schwartz (1992) 
 
Personality Traits 
As already mentioned in the literature review, researchers (e.g., Goldberg, 1992; 
Saucier, 1994) generally support the existence of five basic dimensions of personality. 
The five personality traits are (Brown et al., 2002; Goldberg, 1992; Saucier, 1994): 
1) Extraversion (or introversion): the degree to which a person is outgoing or shy; 
2) Agreeableness: general warmth of feelings toward others; 
3) Conscientiousness: the degree of orderliness, organization and precision; 
4) Emotional stability (or instability, or neuroticism according to certain scales): 
the evenness or steadiness of a person’s general emotional “makeup” (Brown et 
al., 2002, 112); 
5) Intellect, openness to experience, creativity: the individual’s degree of 
imagination or originality. 
Traditionally, in psychology research, personality traits are measured with a large 
number of items (see Goldberg, 1992). However, such extensive scales are unsuitable in 
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questionnaires containing a large number of concepts to be measured. This is because 
they are likely to be too long and to require too much time for respondents to complete. 
To solve this issue, researchers have developed shorter or more adapted sets of markers 
to measure the Big-Five personality traits. From the Tupes and Christal (1961) analysis, 
Norman (1963) proposes a set of markers by selecting the four items with the highest 
factor loadings on each of the five factors. The aim of the Goldberg (1992) article is to 
propose more adequate sets of factor markers than those provided by Norman (1963). 
Saucier (1994) also provided a shorter Big-Five marker set. The major alternative set of 
Big-Five markers is the NEO Personality Inventory developed by Costa and McCrae 
(1985). 
To measure personality traits, this study used 25 (see Table 4) out of the 100 Big-Five 
trait markers identified by Goldberg (1992). The items were measured on 7-point 
Likert-type scales ranging from “never” [1] to “always” [7] regarding how often the 
respondent feels or acts. 
 
Table 4 Mini-Markers of Personality Traits 
Introversion Agreeableness Conscientiousness Emotional 
Instability 
Openness to 
Experience 
Shy Sympathetic Practical-minded Jealous Philosophical 
Introverted Kind Organized Temperamental Deep 
Untalkative Warm Systematic Anxious Complex 
Quiet Considerate Efficient Fretful, irritable Bright, intelligent 
Bashful Generous Thorough Moody Intellectual 
Source: Goldberg (1992) 
 
Attitudes toward Market Orientation 
Saxe and Weitz (1982), Allen, McQuarrie, and Barr (1998) as well as Kennedy, Lassk, 
and Goolsby (2002) independently developed scales to measure attitudes toward 
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customer orientation and customer focus at the individual level. To the best of our 
knowledge, however, the other two components of MO, competitor orientation and 
interfunctional coordination, have not yet been operationalized at the individual level. 
Every individual is a member of a particular national culture, which affects his or her 
attitudes (Steenkamp, ter Hofstede, and Wedel, 1999; Triandis, 1989). Nakata and 
Sivakumar (2001) have argued that national culture influences how MO is interpreted. 
For example, in individualistic societies, MO is interpreted as understanding and 
satisfying buyers’ desires for novelty, variety, and individual gratification – that is, their 
transactional requirements. On the other hand, in collectivistic societies, buyers expect 
sellers to communicate with them frequently and to provide services beyond contract 
terms – in other words, MO means understanding and satisfying customers’ relational 
requirements (Nakata and Sivakumar, 2001). These differences have an important 
impact on how attitudes toward MO should be operationalized. 
The MKTOR scale (Narver and Slater, 1990) has been shown to have a strong cultural 
reliability (Deshpandé and Farley, 1998) and is one of the two dominant approaches to 
MO studies (Gray and Hooley, 2002). Moreover, the definition of Narver and Slater 
(1990), presented in Chapter 1, has the advantage of integrating both the cultural and the 
behavioral perspectives (Gray and Hooley, 2002), particularly in terms of its 
measurement items (Jaworski and Kohli, 1996). A slightly modified version of this 
scale could be used in this study because Switzerland, and especially the French 
speaking part, much like the United States, where the scale was initially developed, is 
an individualistic country (Hofstede, 1980a). 
Consequently, this study developed a modified version of the MKTOR scale (15 items) 
to measure employee attitudes toward the three components of MO: Customer 
Orientation, Competitor Orientation, and Interfunctional Coordination. The modified 
version consisted of minor changes in the wording of the original MKTOR items so that 
respondents were asked what they think firms should do rather than the actual behaviors 
and practices within their particular firm. For example, the item “I believe that firms 
should measure customer satisfaction systematically and frequently” is used instead of 
“We measure customer satisfaction systematically and frequently.” 
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The 15 items (see Table 5) were measured on 7-point Likert-type scales ranging from 
“strongly disagree” [1] to “neutral” [4] to “strongly agree” [7] with statements about 
what firms should do. 
 
Table 5 Attitudes toward Market Orientation Scale 
Attitudes toward Customer Orientation 
• The objectives of a firm should primarily be driven by customer satisfaction. 
• Firms should constantly monitor their level of commitment to serving customer 
needs. 
• The strategy of a firm should be based on understanding customer needs. 
• The strategy of a firm should be driven by its beliefs about how it can create 
greater value for customers. 
• Firms should measure customer satisfaction systematically and frequently. 
• Firms should give close attention to after-sales service. 
• Top managers should understand how everyone in their firm can contribute to 
creating customer value. 
Attitudes toward Competitor Orientation 
• Contact employees should regularly share information concerning competitors’ 
strategies within the firm. 
• Firms should rapidly respond to competitors’ actions that threaten them. 
• Top managers should regularly monitor competitors’ strengths and weaknesses. 
• Firms should target customers where they have an opportunity for competitive 
advantage. 
Attitudes toward Interfunctional Coordination 
• Top managers from every function of a firm should regularly visit current and 
prospective customers. 
• Employees should freely communicate information about their successful and 
unsuccessful customer experiences across all business functions. 
• All of the business functions of a firm (e.g., marketing, manufacturing, r&d, 
finance/accounting, etc.) should be integrated in serving the needs of the target 
markets. 
• Firms should share information about customers across functions and business 
units. 
Source: Narver and Slater (1990) 
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Market-Oriented Behaviors 
Based on Bettencourt and colleagues’ classification (e.g., Bettencourt and Brown, 2003; 
Bettencourt, Gwinner, and Meuter, 2001), this research defines employees’ market-
oriented behaviors as a three-dimensional construct comprised of external 
representation or loyalty behaviors, internal influence or participation behaviors, and 
service delivery behaviors. 
External Representation (or loyalty) behaviors, which advocate a firm’s services as well 
as its image to outsiders (Bowen and Schnider, 1985), are measured by items such as 
telling outsiders that their firm is a great place to work, generating favorable reputation 
for their firm, and encouraging friends and family to use their firm’s services as 
suggested by Bettencourt and Brown (2003). 
Internal Influence (or participation) behaviors consist in taking individual initiatives to 
improve service delivery (Schneider and Bowen, 1984; Zeithaml, Berry, and 
Parasurman, 1988). These behaviors are measured using Bettencourt and Brown’s 
(2003) scale with items such as making constructive suggestions for the improvement of 
their firm’s services, sharing creative solutions to customer problems with other 
coworkers, encouraging coworkers to contribute ideas and suggestions for service 
improvement, and contributing ideas for customer promotions and communications. 
Finally, Service Delivery behaviors refer to serve customers in a conscientious, 
courteous, responsive, and attentive manner (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry, 1988). 
These behaviors are measured using the scale developed by Bettencourt and Brown 
(2003) which consists in items such as following up to customer and coworker requests 
and problems in a timely manner, being courteous and respectful to customers and 
coworkers, following through on promises to customers and coworkers in a 
conscientious manner, following customer service guidelines with extreme care, and 
taking time to understand customer needs on an individual basis. 
These three dimensions are operationalized by 9 items measured on 7-point Likert-type 
scales ranging from “strongly disagree” [1] to “neutral” [4] to “strongly agree” [7] with 
statements about respondents’ behaviors (see Table 6). 
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Table 6 Market-Oriented Behaviors Scale 
External Representation / Loyalty 
• I tell outsiders my firm is a great place to work. 
• I generate favorable reputation for my firm. 
• I say good things about my firm to others. 
Internal Influence / Participation 
• I make constructive suggestions for the improvement of the products/services of 
my firm. 
• I share creative solutions to customer problems with other coworkers. 
• I encourage coworkers to contribute ideas and suggestions for product/service 
improvements. 
Service Delivery 
• I follow up in a timely manner to customer and/or coworker requests and 
problems. 
• Regardless of circumstances, I am exceptionally courteous and respectful to 
customers and/or coworkers. 
• I follow through in a conscientious manner on promises to customers and/or 
coworkers. 
Source: Bettencourt and Brown (2003) 
 
Organizational Culture 
Organizational culture has been defined by Desphandé and Webster (1989: 4) as “the 
pattern of shared values and beliefs that help members of an organization understand 
why things happen and thus teach them the behavioral norms in the organization.” 
To measure individual perception of organizational culture, this study uses the scale 
developed by Deshpandé, Farley, and Webster (1993), which consists of 16 items 
aiming at classifying respondents according to four culture categories: Adhocracy, 
Market, Clan, and Hierarchy. Initially, the respondents were asked to distribute 100 
points among four descriptions of firms, grouped into four categories. However, such a 
task is mentally demanding for respondents. We therefore chose to measure the 16 
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items (four items in each of the four categories) on 7-point Likert-type scales ranging 
from “strongly disagree” [1] to “neutral” [4] to “strongly agree” [7] with statements 
about the culture of the respondents’ firms (see Table 7). 
 
Table 7 Organizational Culture Scale 
My firm is: 
• a very personal place. It is like an extended family. People seem to share a lot of 
themselves. 
• a very dynamic and entrepreneurial place. People are willing to stick their necks 
out and take risks. 
• a very formalized and structural place. Established procedures generally govern 
what people do. 
• very production oriented. A major concern is with getting the job done, without 
much personal involvement. 
The head of my firm is generally considered to be: 
• a producer, a technician, or a hard-driver. 
• an entrepreneur, an innovator or a risk taker. 
• a coordinator, an organizer, or an administrator. 
• a mentor, sage, or a father or mother figure. 
The glue that holds my firm together is: 
• loyalty and tradition. Commitment to this firm runs high. 
• formal rules and policies. Maintaining a smooth-running institution is important 
here. 
• commitment to innovation and development. There is an emphasis on being first. 
• the emphasis on tasks and goal accomplishment. A production orientations is 
commonly shared 
My firm emphasizes: 
• competitive actions and achievement. Measurable goals are important. 
• permanence and stability. Efficient, smooth operations are important. 
• growth and acquiring new resources. Readiness to meet new challenges is 
important. 
• human resources. High cohesion and morale in the firm are important. 
Source: Deshpandé, Farley, and Webster (1993) 
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Individual Performance 
Assessing job performance makes it possible to know how well tasks are done and 
objectives are attained (Deadrick and Gardner, 2000; Kennedy, Lassk, and Burns, 
2001). For practical reasons, employees were asked to self-report their individual 
performance. Using self-report performance measures is common practice in marketing 
research and has been proven to be valid and reliable (Churchill et al., 1985; Schneider 
et al., 1996; Singh, 2000). In addition to ensuring respondent confidentiality, self-report 
performance measures are useful when supervisory or peer ratings are not available to 
the researcher (Kennedy, Lassk, and Burns, 2001). 
The items provided by Brown et al. (2002) were used to measure this individual 
performance. These items were measured on 7-point Likert-type scales ranging from 
“among the worst of the company” [1] to “neutral” [4] to “among the best of the 
company” [7] concerning respondents’ self-evaluation of performance (see Table 8). 
 
Table 8 Individual Performance Scale 
• Overall quantity of work performed 
• Overall quality of work performed 
Source: Brown et al. (2002) 
 
Control Variables 
In order to control for exogenous effect, several control variables were added to the 
questionnaire. These variables are: gender, age, hierarchical level, and customer contact. 
They have been shown to influence the components of the value / personality – attitude 
– behavior hierarchy (Furrer, Lantz, and Perrinjaquet, 2004; Jaworski and Kohli, 1996; 
Webster, 1991). These control variables were measured in the following way: Gender 
was coded as [1] if the respondent was male and [2] if the respondent was female. Age 
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was coded in number of years. Hierarchical level was measured on a four-point scale 
ranging from [1] non-supervisory staff to [4] top management. Contact with customers 
was measured on a five-point scale ranging from [1] daily contact to [5] no contact. 
Pre-test of the Questionnaire 
In order to test the validity and the reliability of the different scales presented above, it 
was necessary to conduct a pre-test of the questionnaire. As already mentioned, the 
results of the pre-test made it possible to modify and improve the questionnaire, i.e., to 
delete or to correct items with poor properties. The analysis of the pre-test data was 
carried out in a two-step process: an exploratory evaluation followed by a confirmatory 
evaluation. First, the exploratory pre-test analyses for each scale separately are 
presented as well as the modifications that have been done. Then, the measurement and 
structural models, i.e., the confirmatory pre-test analyses are discussed. 
Pre-Test Data 
A first data collection from employees working in seven service firms located in the 
French-speaking part of Switzerland made it possible to conduct the pre-test analyses. 
These pre-test analyses were necessary to ensure the validity and reliability of the scales 
which were created in English for the US context whereas this study was conducted in 
French in the Swiss context. This pre-test sample was composed of 155 usable 
questionnaires. 
Exploratory Pre-Test Analyses 
Before conducting the pre-test analyses, the 26 missing values (.13%) were replaced by 
using the “replace with mean” function (SPSS) to avoid reducing the size of the sample 
(Hair et al, 1998). 
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Individual Values 
Before computing the scores for the value dimensions, it was necessary to compare the 
structure obtained with the theoretical SVS structure. The structure was obtained using a 
multidimensional scale (MDS) algorithm (ALSCAL – Takane, Young, and de Leeuw, 
1977 – provided by SPSS) equivalent to the one used in Schwartz’s (1992) original 
study (SSA – Borg and Lingoes, 1987; Borg and Shye, 1993; Guttman, 1968). MDS 
enables us to identify value items that are not located in their expected region and that 
will need to be dropped in subsequent analyses (Feather, 1995; Grunert and Juhl, 1995). 
Following Schwartz (1992), value types with overlapping items were combined, 
resulting in six distinct regions: Universalism and Benevolence, Conformity and 
Tradition, Security, Achievement and Power, Stimulation and Hedonism, as well as Self-
Direction. According to Schwartz’s own criteria, the joint domain of Stimulation and 
Hedonism as well as the value types Security and Self-Direction were not confirmed. 
Moreover, 15 out of 56 value items (26.79%) were misplaced, i.e., they were found in 
regions other than expected. Nine of them (SD3, SE1, BE1, TR4, TR6, SE6, SD5, HE1, 
and UN4) were only slightly misplaced (i.e., emerged in adjacent regions), thus did not 
need to be deleted (Grunert and Juhl, 1995; Schwartz, 1992; Schwartz and Sagiv, 1995). 
The six remaining value items (AC2, SE7, SE5, SD6, BE9, and UN3) were badly 
misplaced (i.e., they did not even show up in adjacent value regions) and therefore were 
deleted before further analyses and the computation of the indices of the value domains 
(Feather, 1995; Schwartz and Sagiv, 1995). 
Personality Traits 
To evaluate if the different personality trait items load on their respective axis, a 
principal components analysis (PCA) with VARIMAX rotation was computed to ensure 
that the different axes are orthogonal and thus independent. This rotation maximizes 
correlations between items and their axes, and minimizes correlations between items 
and the other axes (Hair et al., 1998). 
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After different rounds of item purification, it appeared that the factor Openness to 
Experience caused some problems. A PCA was performed without this factor. This led 
to the conclusion that some items should be deleted. Six factors emerged after item 
purification (the Emotional Instability and Agreeableness factors were split into two). 
16 items remained. The deleted items were replaced by new ones (in italics in Table 9), 
chosen among those proposed by Goldberg (1992) because of their large loadings. 
These were included in the next version of the questionnaire. The final list of items is 
presented in Table 9. 
 
Table 9 Mini-Markers of Personality Traits used in the Final Questionnaire 
Introversion Agreeableness Conscientiousness Emotional 
Instability 
Openness to 
Experience 
Shy Sympathetic Practical-minded Jealous Creative 
Introverted Kind Organized Envious Imaginative 
Untalkative Warm Systematic Touchy Artistic 
Quiet Cooperative Efficient Fretful, 
irritable 
Bright, 
intelligent 
Bashful Helpful Thorough Moody Innovative 
Source: Goldberg (1992) 
 
Attitudes toward Market Orientation 
To test the validity and reliability of the attitudes toward MO scale, PCA with 
VARIMAX rotation was conducted with all these items. After item purification, four 
factors emerged for attitudes toward MO (Customer Orientation was split into two) and 
eleven items remained with adequate psychometric properties. The items causing 
problems were reworded in the final questionnaire (see Appendix 1). 
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Market-Oriented Behaviors 
The same procedure was used to test the validity and reliability of the market-oriented 
behaviors scale. The PCA with VARIMAX rotation led to three factors as expected but 
with 8 remaining items. To ensure the validity of the scale, four additional items for 
market-oriented behaviors from Bettencourt, Brown, and MacKenzie (2005) were 
included. The items were specifically reworded for the context of service firms. The 
final items are presented in Table 10 (the new items are shown in italics). 
 
Table 10 Market-Oriented Behaviors Scale used in the Final Questionnaire 
External Representation / Loyalty 
• I tell outsiders my firm is a great place to work. 
• I generate favorable reputation for my firm. 
• I say good things about my firm to others. 
• I encourage friends and family to use my firm’s services. 
Internal Influence / Participation 
• I make constructive suggestions for the improvement of my firm’s services. 
• I share creative solutions to customer problems with other coworkers. 
• I encourage coworkers to contribute ideas and suggestions for service 
improvement. 
• I contribute many ideas for customer promotions and communications. 
Service Delivery 
• I follow up in a timely manner to customer and/or coworker requests and 
problems. 
• Regardless of circumstances, I am exceptionally courteous and respectful to 
customers and/or coworkers. 
• I follow through in a conscientious manner on promises to customers and/or 
coworkers. 
• I follow customer service guidelines with extreme care. 
• I take time to understand customer needs on an individual basis. 
Sources: Bettencourt and Brown (2003) and Bettencourt, Brown, and MacKenzie (2005) 
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Organizational Culture 
The same procedure was used for the pretest of the organizational culture scale. The 
results of the PCA with VARIMAX rotation led to four factors as expected, but with 
only 9 items remaining. Therefore, the way in which these scales were measured was 
modified to improve the reliability of the scale. Indeed, instead of measuring the 16 
items on 7-point Likert-type scales, respondents were asked to choose the option that 
best represented their firm in each of the four sections (see questionnaire in 
Appendix 1). 
 
Table 11 Individual Performance Scale used in the Final Questionnaire 
Individual performance related to Effectiveness 
• Overall quantity of work performed. 
• Overall quality of work performed. 
• Effectiveness in work. 
Individual performance related to Satisfying Customers 
• I perform my duties with my customer in mind. 
• I work hard to please my customers. 
• I adjust my actions to make sure my customers have what they need from me. 
Sources: Brown et al. (2002) and Kennedy, Lassk, and Burns (2001) 
 
Individual Performance 
The individual performance scale was initially composed of only two items. Therefore, 
despite the fact that the PCA validates the unidimensionality of the scale and in order to 
avoid underidentification problems during the estimation of the structural model (Byrne, 
2001), one extra item was added to the scale. Three new items from a scale developed 
by Kennedy, Lassk, and Burns (2001) were also included to insure full coverage of the 
construct of individual performance. The items retained concern employee self-
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perception of job performance in relation to satisfying customers in the service firm 
context. The final items are presented in Table 11 (the new ones are shown in italics). 
These six items were measured on 9-point Likert-type scales. 
Social Desirability 
Because this research is based on self-report survey data (Podsakoff et al., 2003), it is 
necessary to address the potential issue of common method variance. To maximally 
avoid these issues, several recommendations by Podsakoff et al. (2003) were followed. 
Respondents were assured of their anonymity and that there were no right or wrong 
answers; pre-test analyses were conducted to modify the wording of the items and to 
improve scale items; and the order of questions was counterbalanced to avoid attitudes 
toward MO questions just before market-oriented behaviors items or individual values 
just before personality traits. Different question formats (organizational culture items in 
sets of four, Likert scales for the majority of constructs, and true/false statements for the 
social desirability scale) and measures found to be valid and reliable by previous 
research were also used. 
Despite these measures, pre-test data analyses showed that some measures could still be 
influenced by desirability bias, in particular the individual performance scale, which is a 
self-reported scale (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Therefore, a measure of social desirability 
was added to better control for this bias. The chosen scale is a shorter version of the 
Marlowe-Crowne social desirability scale (Crowne and Marlowe, 1960), developed by 
Strahan and Gerbasi (1972), known as the M-C 2(10). This scale is adequate because it 
is short and has been shown to work well in previous studies (e.g., Flynn and 
Goldsmith, 1999; Netemeyer, Burton, and Lichtenstein, 1995). Respondents were asked 
to decide whether a given statement is true or false as it pertains to them personally. A 
value of 1 was assigned if the answer matched the expected response (i.e., T=T or F=F). 
A value of 0 was assigned if the answer did not match the expected response (e.g., T 
rather than F). A value of 0 was assigned when data were missing. The total score was 
calculated by summing up the ten values. This procedure leads to establishing an index 
of social desirability. The items are presented in Table 12. 
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Table 12 Social Desirability Scale 
• I never hesitate to go out of my way to help someone in trouble. (T) 
• I have never intensely disliked anyone. (T) 
• There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good fortune of others. (F) 
• I would never think of letting someone else be punished for my wrong doings. (T) 
• I sometimes feel resentful when I don’t get my way. (F) 
• There have been times when I felt like rebelling against people in authority even 
though I knew they were right. (F) 
• I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable. (T) 
• When I do not know something I do not at all mind admitting it. (T) 
• I can remember “playing sick” to get out of something. (F) 
• I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me. (F) 
Source: Strahan and Gerbasi (1972) 
 
Confirmatory Pre-test Analyses 
Following the procedure presented in Figure 10 (page 70), the exploratory step should 
be followed by a confirmatory step. Confirmatory analyses were therefore computed 
with structural equations using AMOS 6. 
Measurement Models 
First, measurement models were estimated for each of the latent constructs separately to 
test reliability and convergent validity. For individual values, it was necessary to delete 
Hedonism and Tradition value types, so that all regression weights would be significant. 
For Attitudes toward MO as well as for Market-Oriented Behaviors, the models were 
run according to the results of the PCA. Finally, both parts of the Emotional Instability 
construct of personality traits were deleted. 
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The latent constructs were then progressively added together in order to obtain the full 
measurement model and to test discriminant validity. Adding latent constructs one after 
another made it possible to determine which of the constructs created difficulties. The 
measurement model obtained was composed of the following latent constructs: 
Attitudes toward MO, Market-Oriented Behaviors, Individual Values, and Personality 
Traits excluding the second part of Agreeableness (Agreeableness was split into two). 
This was done because a PCA with individual values and personality traits items shows 
cross-loadings with the second part of Agreeableness. The final measurement model 
presents a χ2 = 893.790 (df = 529) and fit indices: GFI = .773, AGFI = .715, CFI = .769, 
and RMSEA = .067. GFI and AGFI are below conventional standards (> .90) (Hu and 
Bentler, 1999). The same remark applies for CFI with a conventional cutoff point of .95 
(Bentler, 1990). However, RMSEA corresponds to the expected threshold: Browne and 
Cudeck (1992) suggest that RMSEA is acceptable below .08 but should ideally be 
below .05. In order to improve these fit coefficients, some questions or items were 
modified in the final questionnaire as mentioned above. 
Structural Models 
Based on the measurement model, a structural model was run, in which Individual 
Performance was included as the dependent variable. After some rounds of relation 
purification, a structural model with χ2 = 1079.217 (df = 630) and fit indices: 
GFI = .745, AGFI = .700, CFI = .734, and RMSEA = .068 was obtained. As for the 
measurement model, the fit indices are below the conventional thresholds. Improved fit 
coefficients for the models in the main study are to be expected due to the modifications 
to the questionnaire. 
In the theoretical model, organizational culture is introduced as a moderator variable 
and aimed at comparing different groups. Because the pre-test sample is only composed 
of 155 respondents, splitting it into four sub-samples to include the organizational 
culture variable in the models was not possible. Hence, this variable was not included. 
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Based on this pretest, the questionnaire was improved by deleting, adding, or modifying 
scales and items in order to increase validity and reliability. The next chapter presents 
the results of the main study. 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 
After having presented the method and the pre-test analyses, as well as the 
modifications to the questionnaire, this chapter aims at presenting the sample of the 
main study and the analyses. 
Sample 
As for the pre-test, managers were contacted to distribute the survey questionnaire to a 
cross-section of their employees, from all hierarchical levels and functions. As the 
contacted firms were located in the French-speaking part of Switzerland, the 
questionnaire was in French, but an English version was available upon request. 
392 questionnaires were completed, from which 11 were removed because they came 
back from firms outside the scope of the study population. Outlier detection procedure 
by AMOS indicated that 22 questionnaires should further be removed. After having 
deleted these unusable questionnaires, the final sample was composed of 359 employees 
with different functions and hierarchical levels from 20 different service firms located in 
the French speaking part of Switzerland. The sample was composed of two auditing 
firms, four insurance companies, two banks, three retailers, two transport firms, two 
hotels, two recruitment companies, two hospitals, and one advertisement firm. These 
firms were selected on an ad-hoc basis to cover a wide range of service types. 
The sample is composed of a majority of males (65.7%). The average age is almost 40 
(39.74, standard deviation = 10.06). Most respondents have daily contact with 
customers (71.9%). 10% of respondents have contact with customers once a week, 5.6% 
once a month, 0.8% once a year, and 11.4% have no contact with customers. The 
majority of respondents are non-supervisory staff (46.5%). 26.7% of respondents are 
first level managers, 17.5% middle level managers, and 9.2% upper level managers (see 
Table 13). 40.9% of respondents work in service production, 18.7% in marketing and 
sales, 12.8% in human resources management departments, and 7.0% in finance 
departments. The remaining respondents work in procurement, after sales service, 
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management and other. Table 14 presents the details of respondent hierarchical level in 
each firm. 
 
Table 13 Description of the Sample 
Respondents  N = 359 
Gender  Male 236 (65.7%) 
 Female 121 (33.7%) 
 NA 2 (0.6%) 
Age (SD)  39.74 (SD = 10.06) 
 NA 8 
Contact with customers Every day 258 (71.9%) 
 Once a week 36 (10.0%) 
 Once a month 20 (5.6%) 
 Once a year 3 (0.8%) 
 No contact 41 (11.4%) 
 NA 1 (0.3%) 
Position Non-supervisory staff 167 (46.5%) 
 First level manager 96 (26.7%) 
 Middle level manager 63 (17.5%) 
 Upper level manager 33 (9.2%) 
Department Procurement 5 (1.4%) 
 Production 147 (40.9%) 
 Marketing / Sales 67 (18.7%) 
 After sales service 17 (4.7%) 
 Finance 25 (7.0%) 
 Human resources 46 (12.8%) 
 Management 16 (4.5%) 
 Other 28 (7.8%) 
 NA 8 (2.2%) 
 
92 
Table 14 Firms of the Sample 
Firms Non-supervisory 
staff 
First level 
manager 
Middle level 
manager 
Upper level 
manager 
Total 
Auditing 1  9 64.3% 
5.4% 
2 14.3% 
2.1% 
2 14.3% 
3.2% 
1 7.1% 
3.0% 
14 100% 
3.9% 
Auditing 2 3 37.5% 
1.8% 
1 12.5% 
1.0% 
1 12.5 
1.6% 
3 37.5% 
9.1% 
8 100% 
2.2% 
Insurance 1 8 61.5% 
4.8% 
2 15.4% 
2.1% 
1 7.7% 
1.6% 
2 15.4% 
6.1% 
13 100% 
3.6% 
Insurance 2 10 66.7% 
6.0% 
4 26.7% 
4.2% 
0 0.0% 
0.0% 
1 6.7% 
3.0% 
15 100% 
4.2% 
Insurance 3 16 50.0% 
9.6% 
14 43.8% 
14.6% 
0 0.0% 
0.0% 
2 6.3% 
6.1% 
32 100% 
8.9% 
Insurance 4 7 36.8% 
4.2% 
7 36.8% 
7.3% 
5 26.3% 
7.9% 
0 0.0% 
0.0% 
19 100% 
5.3% 
Bank 1 3 30.0% 
1.8% 
3 30.0% 
3.1% 
2 20.0% 
3.2% 
2 20.0% 
6.1% 
10 100% 
2.8% 
Bank 2 3 12.0% 
1.8% 
7 28.0% 
7.3% 
7 28.0% 
11.1% 
8 32.0% 
24.2% 
25 100% 
7.0% 
Retailer 1 0 0% 
0.0% 
5 62.5% 
5.2% 
3 37.5% 
4.8% 
0 0% 
0.0% 
8 100% 
2.2% 
Retailer 2 10 83.3% 
6.0% 
1 8.3% 
1.0% 
0 0.0% 
0.0% 
1 8.3% 
3.0% 
12 100% 
3.3% 
Retailer 3 6 28.6% 
3.6% 
3 14.3% 
3.1% 
9 42.9% 
14.3% 
3 14.3% 
9.1% 
21 100% 
5.8% 
Transport 1 42 48.3% 
25.1% 
29 33.3% 
30.2% 
15 17.2% 
23.8% 
1 1.1% 
3.0 
87 100% 
24.2% 
Transport 2 18 52.9% 
10.8% 
7 20.6% 
7.3% 
7 20.6% 
11.1% 
2 5.9% 
6.1% 
34 100% 
9.5% 
Hotel 1 9 60.0% 
5.4% 
3 20.0% 
3.1% 
2 13.3% 
3.2% 
1 6.7% 
3.0% 
15 100% 
4.2% 
Hotel 2 1 33.3% 
0.6% 
0 0.0% 
0.0% 
1 33.3% 
1.6% 
1 33.3% 
3.0% 
3 100% 
0.8% 
Recruitment 1 3 60.0% 
1.8% 
1 20.0% 
1.0% 
1 20.0% 
1.6% 
0 0.0% 
0.0% 
5 100% 
1.4% 
Recruitment 2 7 53.8% 
4.2% 
3 23.1% 
3.1% 
1 7.7% 
1.6% 
2 15.4% 
6.1% 
13 100% 
3.6% 
Hospital 1 4 44.4% 
2.4% 
0 0% 
0.0% 
4 44.4% 
6.3% 
1 11.1% 
3.0% 
9 100% 
2.5% 
Hospital 2 1 16.7% 
0.6% 
2 33.3% 
2.1% 
2 33.3% 
3.2% 
1 16.7% 
3.0% 
6 100% 
1.7% 
Advertisement 1 7 70.0% 
4.2% 
2 20.0% 
2.1% 
0 0.0% 
0.0% 
1 10.0% 
3.0% 
10 100% 
2.8% 
Total 167 46.5% 
100% 
96 26.7% 
100% 
63 17.5% 
100% 
33 9.2% 
100% 
359 100% 
100% 
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Results 
Exploratory Analyses 
The unidimensionality of each construct was first tested prior to testing for discriminant 
validity. PCAs were run for each construct to test their unidimensionality and identify 
items that cross-loaded on more than one factor. Cronbach’s alphas (Cronbach, 1951) 
were also computed to test the reliability of the measures. Measurement models for a 
multiple-factor structure were also compared with measurement models for a single-
factor structure to ensure that the different constructs can be best represented by 
multiple dimensions instead of by one single dimension (Han, Kim, and Srivastava, 
1998). This procedure makes it possible to pre-assess discriminant validity, before 
testing it more formally. 
Before computing the PCAs, Bartlett sphericity tests (Bartlett, 1954; Hair et al., 1998) 
were computed to ensure that it is meaningful to perform PCAs. The 293 missing values 
(.54%) were also replaced by the mean value to avoid an overly drastic reduction in the 
size of the sample (Hair et al., 1998). 
Individual Values 
A non-metric multidimensional scaling (MDS) analysis was performed on the 56 value 
items. Two goodness-of-fit measures, stress index (Kruskal, 1964) and total variance 
accounted for (squared multiple correlation or RSQ) (Borg and Lingoes, 1987), were 
used to check the interpretability of solutions. Schiffman, Reynolds, and Young (1981, 
175) argue that RSQ is “the best indicator of how well the data fit the model.” The 
stress coefficient was .28 and the RSQ value was .57. The stress coefficient should 
preferably be lower than .10 (Kruskal and Wish, 1978) and RSQ values higher than .60 
(Hair et al., 1998). Furthermore, the visual inspection of the results of the MDS did not 
provide satisfactory results. Therefore PCAs were conducted on each value type 
separately to test the unidimensionality of the ten value dimensions. After having 
deleted the value items that did not load on their appropriate factor or that cross-loaded 
(i.e., 11 items), the MDS analysis was rerun. The visual inspection of the results of the 
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MDS made it possible to remove one more misplaced item. The results of the final 
MDS are presented in Figure 11. The stress coefficient was .26, which is comparable to 
those reported by Schwartz (1992), which range between .21 and .32, and the RSQ 
value was .62, which is satisfactory (Hair et al., 1998). 
In total, during this measure purification process, 12 value items needed to be deleted: 
UN7 (Equality), BE6 (A spiritual life), BE3 (Forgiving), TR2 (Devout), TR1 (Accepting 
my portion in life), PO5 (Social recognition), SD5 (Independent), AC4 (Influential), 
SE3 (Reciprocation of favors), SE6 (Sense of belonging), SE7 (Healthy), and BE9 
(Meaning in life). 
After having deleted these 12 value items, data were ipsatized to correct for response 
bias (Bardi and Schwartz, 2003). This ipsatization was done by subtracting the mean of 
the 44 remaining value items from each value item. In other words, each participant’s 
responses were centered around his/her mean response. Then respective ipsatized scores 
were averaged for each of the ten value types (Ralston et al., 1999). 
The second step in the procedure involved the testing of discriminant validity. To 
ensure that there were no cross-loadings, two different measurement models were 
compared in AMOS 6. In the first model, the three latent constructs (Universalism, 
Individualism composed of Power, Achievement, Hedonism, Stimulation, and Self-
Direction, and Collectivism composed of Benevolence, Conformity, Tradition, and 
Security) were integrated, and in the second model, all the value items were loaded on 
one single latent construct. This test was performed to ensure that individual values 
could be divided into three dimensions (Han, Kim, and Srivastava, 1998). The model 
with three latent constructs (χ2 = 197.300, df = 33) was significantly better than the 
model with only one latent construct (χ2 = 489.642, df = 36), leading to the conclusion 
that the value types are best represented by three dimensions. 
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Figure 11 Multidimensional Scaling Analysis on 44 Value Items 
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Cronbach’s alphas were computed for each of the ten value types. They range from .512 
to .724: Universalism (8 items): α = .718; Benevolence (6 items): α = .660; Conformity 
(4 items): α = .655; Tradition (4 items): α = .513; Security (4 items): α = .512; Power (4 
items): α = 683; Achievement (4 items): α = .683; Hedonism (2 items): α = .514, r = .353 
(p < .01); Stimulation (3 items): α = .724, and Self-Direction (5 items): α = .621. The 
generally accepted threshold for Cronbach’s alpha is .70 (Nunnally, 1978; Robinson, 
Shaver, and Wrightsman, 1991). The alpha coefficients obtained indicate a relatively 
low level of reliability for most of the value types. However, they are comparable to 
those presented in numerous studies using Schwartz’s values (e.g., Allen and Ng, 2003; 
Schwartz et al., 2001). Since Cronbach’s alphas are not suitable when computed for a 
dimension with only 2 items, the correlation is provided for Hedonism (Nunnally, 1978; 
Peterson, 1994). 
Personality Traits 
The same procedure was conducted to test the unidimensionality of each personality 
trait and the discriminant validity of items measuring the five personality traits. 
First, a PCA was conducted with all the items of personality traits (with OBLIMIN 
rotation because these personality traits are expected to be correlated). The PCA results 
showed that seven items out of 25 needed to be deleted: OP4 (Bright, Intelligent), 
CONS1 (Practical-minded), AG4 (Cooperative), CONS4 (Efficient), INST1 (Jealous), 
INST2 (Envious), and IN4 (Quiet). Respondents did not fully comprehend the 
Practical-minded item: 11 respondents did not answer this item. In order to use these 
constructs in structural equation modeling, as for the value types, data were ipsatized by 
subtracting the mean of the 18 remaining items from each item. 
To test the discriminant validity of the measures and to ensure that there were no cross-
loadings, two different measurement models were compared in AMOS 6. In the first 
model, the five latent constructs (Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Openness to 
Experience, Emotional Instability, and Introversion) were integrated, and in the second 
model, all the value items were loaded on one latent construct to test whether 
personality can be split into five dimensions. The model with five dimensions 
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(χ2 = 314.891, df = 125) was significantly better than the model with one construct 
(χ2 = 1376.888, df = 135), leading to the conclusion that personality traits are best 
represented by five dimensions. 
Cronbach’s alphas were computed for each of the five personality traits. The following 
coefficients were obtained: Agreeableness (4 items): α = .772; Conscientiousness (3 
items): α = .675; Openness to Experience (4 items): α = .841; Emotional Instability (3 
items) α = .707; and Introversion (4 items): α = .757. All coefficients are above the 
threshold of .70 (Nunnally, 1978), except the alpha for Conscientiousness, which is only 
slightly smaller than .70, but still acceptable. 
Attitudes toward Market Orientation 
PCAs were conducted on each dimension of the attitudes toward MO separately to test 
their unidimensionality. First, three items were deleted: CO1 (The objectives of a firm 
should primarily be driven by customer satisfaction), CO6 (Top managers should 
understand how everyone in their firm can contribute to creating customer value), and 
IC3 (All of the business functions of a firm should be integrated in serving the needs of 
the target markets). Then, a PCA was performed with all the remaining items (with 
OBLIMIN rotation because the different dimensions of attitudes toward MO were 
expected to correlate). Three additional items were deleted because of cross-loadings: 
CO7 (Firms should measure customer satisfaction systematically and frequently), 
CompO1 (Contact employees should regularly share information concerning 
competitors’ strategies within the firm), and IC1 (Top managers from every function of 
a firm should regularly visit current and prospective customers). 
To test discriminant validity and to ensure that there were no cross-loadings, two 
different measurement models in AMOS 6 were compared. In the first model, the three 
latent constructs (Customer Orientation, Competitor Orientation, and Interfunctional 
Coordination) were integrated, and in the second model, all of the items concerning 
attitudes toward MO were loaded on one latent construct to ensure that attitudes toward 
MO are composed of three dimensions. The model with three constructs (χ2 = 37.953, 
df = 24) was significantly better than the model with one construct (χ2 = 111.910, 
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df = 27), leading to the conclusion that attitudes toward MO are composed of three 
separate dimensions. 
An attempt was made to reintegrate the last deleted item (IC1) in the analysis in order to 
avoid having a latent construct with only two indicators, but cross-loadings were too 
important. Therefore, this item was definitively deleted. 
As it was expected that there would be strong multicollinearity between individual 
values due to their circumplex structure, the correlations between individual values and 
attitudes toward MO were computed to assess the circumplex pattern. The same was 
done for personality traits. When a sinusoidal pattern is apparent, it is not necessary to 
include all the value types or personality traits in a structural model because the effect 
of a value or a personality trait can be deduced based on the effect of the other values or 
personality traits. The results are presented using sinusoidal curves in Figures 12 
and 13. 
Cronbach’s alphas were computed for each of the three components of attitudes toward 
MO: Customer Orientation (4 items): α = .740; Competitor Orientation (3 items): 
α = .612; Interfunctional Coordination (2 items): α = .520, r = .351 (p < .01). Two alpha 
coefficients out of three are below the threshold of .70. However, the alpha for 
Competitor Orientation is higher than .60, and therefore can be considered as 
acceptable. Interfunctional Coordination contains only two items, which explains the 
low Cronbach’s alpha. On the other hand, the correlation is highly significant (r = .351, 
p < .01), which leads us to consider the dimension as reliable. 
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Figure 12 Sinusoidal Curves between Individual Values and Attitudes toward MO 
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Figure 13 Sinusoidal Curves between Personality Traits and Attitudes toward MO 
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Market-Oriented Behaviors 
PCAs were conducted on the three components of market-oriented behaviors separately 
to test their unidimensionality. Each item significantly loaded on its expected factor. A 
PCA (with OBLIMIN rotation because the different components are expected to be 
correlated) on all the items allowed us to delete 4 misplaced items out of 13: Serv2 
(Regardless of circumstances, I am exceptionally courteous and respectful to 
customers), ER4 (I encourage my friends and my family to use the services of my firm), 
Serv1 (I follow customer service guidelines with extreme care), and II1 (I make 
constructive suggestions for the improvement of the services of my firm). 
To test discriminant validity and to confirm that there were no cross-loadings in the 
data, two different measurement models were compared in AMOS 6. Three latent 
constructs (External Representation, Service Delivery, and Internal Influence) were 
integrated in the first model, and in the second model, all the items of market-oriented 
behaviors were loaded on one latent construct to ensure that market-oriented behaviors 
are composed of three dimensions. The model with three constructs (χ2 = 89.598, 
df = 24) was significantly better than the model with one construct (χ2 = 522.044, 
df = 27), leading to the conclusion that market-oriented behaviors are represented by 
three dimensions: External Representation, Service Delivery, and Internal Influence. 
Cronbach’s alphas were computed for each of the three market-oriented behaviors. They 
are all above the threshold of .70, providing good reliability: External Representation (3 
items): α = .870; Service Delivery (3 items): α = .765; and Internal Influence (3 items): 
α = .735. 
Individual Performance 
According to the results from an exploratory PCA on the individual performance items, 
two factors emerged: a factor related to Effectiveness (with 3 items) and another related 
to Satisfying Customers (with 3 items). 
PCAs were conducted on the two components of individual performance separately to 
test their unidimensionality. Each item significantly loaded on its expected factor. A 
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PCA (with OBLIMIN rotation as it was expected that the two dimensions were 
correlated) on all the items also showed that each item loaded on its expected factor. 
To test discriminant validity and to ensure that there were no cross-loadings, two 
different measurement models were compared in AMOS 6. Two latent constructs 
(Effectiveness and Satisfying Customers) were integrated in the first model, and in the 
second model, all the items of individual performance were loaded on one latent 
construct to ensure that individual performance is composed of two dimensions. The 
model with two constructs (χ2 = 13.359, df = 8) was significantly better than the model 
with one construct (χ2 = 229.535, df = 9), leading to the conclusion that individual 
performance is represented by two dimensions. 
Cronbach’s alphas were computed for the two dimensions of individual performance. 
They are both above the acceptable level of .70: Effectiveness (3 items): α = .835 and 
Satisfying Customers (3 items): α = .765. These Cronbach’s alphas show a high level of 
reliability for the two measures of individual performance. 
Table 15 summarizes the number of items remaining by construct and the Cronbach’s 
alphas. To summarize, the results from the exploratory analyses provide support for the 
reliability and the unidimensionality of the constructs in this study. The next step is to 
test convergent and discriminant validity using confirmatory analyses. 
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Table 15 Construct Reliability 
Construct α 
Individual Values Universalism (8 items): α = .718 
Benevolence (6 items): α = .660 
Conformity (4 items): α = .655 
Tradition (4 items): α = .513 
Security (4 items): α = .512 
Power (4 items): α = 683 
Achievement (4 items): α = .683 
Hedonism (2 items): α = .514; r = .353 (p<.01) 
Stimulation (3 items): α = .724 
Self-Direction (5 items): α = .621 
Personality Traits Agreeableness (4 items): α = .772 
Conscientiousness (3 items): α = .675 
Openness to Experience (4 items): α = .841 
Emotional Instability (3 items) α = .707 
Introversion (4 items): α = .757 
Attitudes toward 
Market Orientation 
Customer Orientation (4 items): α = .740 
Competitor Orientation (3 items): α = .612 
Interfunctional Coord. (2 items): α = .520; r = .351 (p<.01) 
Market-Oriented 
Behaviors 
External Representation (3 items): α = .870 
Service Delivery (3 items): α = .765 
Internal Influence (3 items): α = .735 
Individual 
Performance 
Effectiveness (3 items): α = .835 
Satisfying Customers (3 items): α = .765 
 
Confirmatory Analyses 
Confirmatory analyses were run with structural equation modeling (AMOS 6) in a two-
step process as recommended by Anderson and Gerbing (1988): first by validating the 
measurement model and then by fitting the structural model. 
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Measurement Model 
As explained above (pages 94 and 96), value items and personality traits items were 
ipsatized to correct for response bias (Bardi and Schwartz, 2003) when estimating the 
structural equation models. 
First, the three dimensions of individual values, the five dimensions of personality traits, 
the three components of attitudes toward MO, the three types of market-oriented 
behaviors, and the two constructs of individual performance (Perf. A – Effectiveness, 
and Perf. B – Satisfying Customers) were integrated in a measurement model, in which 
they were allowed to freely covariate. 
As expected, the results of the model showed that there was strong multicollinearity 
between individual value and personality trait dimensions as explained on page 98. 
Therefore, only some value types and personality traits were selected in the model in 
order to reduce multicollinearity problems. The least correlated value items were 
selected based on the correlation matrix. The same operation was conducted for the 
personality traits. Self-Direction, Achievement, Conformity, and Universalism were 
retained as value items, and Openness to Experience and Agreeableness as personality 
traits. 
The three dimensions of attitudes toward MO were grouped into a second-order level 
construct to avoid multicollinearity problems as the exploratory analyses revealed that 
these dimensions were correlated to each other. The same was done for the three 
dimensions of market-oriented behaviors and for the two dimensions of individual 
performance. 
For the four value types with only one indicator, the loading was constrained to 1 and 
the error variance to 0 (Cadotte, Woodruff, and Jenkins, 1987). There are different 
possibilities for the constructs with two indicators: One indicator’s loading is 
constrained to one and the other is free (Byrne, 2001); the two indicators’ loadings are 
set equal to each other (Kenny, Kashy, and Bolger, 1998); the two indicators should be 
correlated so that the specified correlation can be used as a third indicator (Garson, 
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n.d.). The first possibility was retained: one loading was constrained to be equal to one 
and the other was set free. 
Based on the modification indices, it appeared that three items were cross-loading on 
more than one latent variable. They were deleted: AG2 (Kind), ER3 (I generate 
favorable goodwill for my firm), and AG5 (Helpful). The measurement model presents a 
χ2 = 657.817 (df = 425) and fit indices: GFI = .899, AGFI = .874, CFI = .934, and 
RMSEA = .039. GFI is slightly below conventional standards (> .90) and AGFI is also 
slightly lower than .90 (Hu and Bentler, 1999) but still acceptable because of the 
complexity of the model. The same is true for CFI. The conventional cutoff point of CFI 
is .95 (Bentler, 1990), which means that the CFI obtained for this measurement model is 
slightly smaller, but again still acceptable because of the complexity of the model. 
Furthermore, RMSEA corresponds to the expected threshold: Browne and Cudeck 
(1992) suggest that RMSEA should ideally be below .05. In summary, the measurement 
model is acceptable. Therefore, the structural model should be now tested. 
All the estimates are significant. Table 16 presents the standardized loadings for each 
construct, as well as the construct reliability (CR) and the average variance extracted 
(AVE). As shown in Table 16, all CR coefficients except for Individual Performance 
reach the recommended .70 level (Fornell and Larcker, 1981; Nunnally, 1978; Ping, 
2004). However, because Individual Performance is composed of only two dimensions, 
a CR coefficient of .612 is acceptable. Construct validity was tested by examining the 
average variance extracted (AVE) for each value type (Fornell and Larcker 1981; Ping, 
2004). All the AVEs reach the recommended level of .50 (Fornell and Larcker, 1981), 
except for Individual Performance, which is only slightly below the recommended 
threshold. Overall, these results provide support for the convergent validity of the 
different constructs. 
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Table 16 Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results 
Construct Item Standardized 
loading 
P level CR AVE 
Agreeableness AG1 
AG3 
.567 
.937 
.000 
– 
.739 .600 
Openness to Experience OP1 
OP2 
OP3 
OP5 
.837 
.818 
.487 
.683 
– 
.000 
.000 
.000 
.805 .518 
Attitudes toward MO CustO. 
CompO. 
Interf. 
.783 
.913 
.738 
.000 
– 
.000 
.854 .663 
Market-Oriented Behaviors ExtRep. 
Serv. 
Int. Infl. 
.444 
.785 
.970 
.000 
.000 
– 
.795 .585 
Individual Performance Perf. A 
Perf. B 
.550 
.769 
.000 
– 
.612 .447 
Model Fit Indices χ2 = 657.817 (p = .000), df = 425, χ2/df = 1.548 
GFI = .899, AGFI = .874, CFI = .934 
RMSEA = .039 [90% CI of .033 to .045] 
NOTE: CR = Construct Reliability, AVE = Average Variance Extracted 
 
Discriminant validity also needs to be tested because self-report measures were used in 
this study and could be criticized on the ground that attitudes (i.e., “I think firms 
should…”) and behaviors (i.e., “Usually, I do…”) may be difficult to conceptually and 
empirically separate. Therefore, establishing discriminant validity is important to ensure 
that these two measured constructs are empirically distinct. 
To test the discriminant validity of the constructs, shared variance (squared correlation, 
see Table 17 for the correlation matrix) between pairs of constructs was compared with 
the corresponding AVEs (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). All squared correlations were 
lower than the corresponding AVEs, leading to the conclusion that discriminant validity 
is confirmed. For example, the squared correlation between Attitudes toward MO and 
Market-Oriented Behaviors (.346) is smaller than both the AVE of Attitudes toward MO 
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(.663) and the AVE of Market-Oriented Behaviors (.585). The squared correlation 
between Market-Oriented Behaviors and Individual Performance (.318) is also smaller 
than both the AVE of Market-Oriented Behaviors (.585) and the AVE of Individual 
Performance (.447). Moreover, the squared correlation between Attitudes toward MO 
and Individual Performance (.419) is smaller than both the AVE of Attitudes toward 
MO (.663) and the AVE of Individual Performance (.447). 
 
Table 17 Correlation Matrix 
 Self-dir. Achiev. Confor. Univ. Agree. Open. Att. MO MO Beh. Perf. 
Self-dir. 1.000         
Achiev. .060 1.000        
Confor. -.414** -.116* 1.000       
Univ. .024 -.322** -.126* 1.000      
Agree. -.069 -.024 .078 .021 1.000     
Open. .406** .077 -.236** .060 .081 1.000    
Att. MO .186** .137* .044 .093 .093 .243** 1.000   
MO Beh. .127* .088 -.020 .028 .134* .488** .588** 1.000  
Perf. -.007 .204** .072 .075 .374** .083 .647** .564** 1.000 
** p < 0.01 
* p < 0.05 
 
After validation of the measurement model, the structural model to test the research 
hypotheses can be estimated. 
Structural Model 
The measurement model was transformed into a structural model by replacing the 
covariances between the constructs by structural relations. Control variables with 
significant effects, i.e., Age and Contact with Customers were added. After having run 
the structural model with all possible relations, all those with a non-significant p-value 
were deleted, for the sake of parsimony. 
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Once the modification indices were examined, one covariance was added between the 
measurement error of Age and the measurement error of an item of individual 
performance related to Effectiveness (Bagozzi, 1981; Cheung and Rensvold, 2001; 
Fornell, 1983), i.e., the global quality of the tasks performed. This link can be explained 
by the fact that the older an employee is, the more likely he/she is more qualified. 
The score for Social Desirability was added as a control variable on all the items that 
were likely to be influenced by such a bias, for example, personality trait items, market-
oriented behaviors items, and individual performance items. For the sake of parsimony, 
only the significant relationships were retained. 
The structural model (Figure 14) presents the following fits: χ2 = 778.649 (df = 518) and 
fit indices: GFI = .893, AGFI = .870, CFI = .929, and RMSEA = .037. As for the 
measurement model, the GFI, AGFI, and CFI are only slightly below the conventional 
standards (Bentler, 1990; Hu and Bentler, 1999) but still acceptable because of the 
complexity of the model. Furthermore, RMSEA corresponds to the expected threshold 
(Browne and Cudeck, 1992). 
Empirical Findings 
Because coefficients become unstable when multicollinearity is strong (Grewal, Cote, 
and Baumgartner, 2004; Marsh et al., 2004; Perrinjaquet et al., 2007), it was not 
possible to simultaneously include individualism, collectivism, and universalism in the 
structural model. Therefore, only a subset of value types was selected. The four value 
types included in the structural model significantly and positively influence Attitudes 
toward MO: Achievement (β = .181, p = .004), Self-Direction (β = .178, p = .009), 
Conformity (β = .192, p = .003), and Universalism (β = .118, p = .054). H1a, stating that 
Individualism positively influences Attitudes toward MO, is supported as Achievement 
and Self-Direction significantly influence Attitudes toward MO. Based on the sinusoidal 
curve presented in Figure 12, it can be deduced that Stimulation and Hedonism also 
positively influence Attitudes toward MO. However, it is not the case for Power. H1b, 
which stated that Collectivism negatively influences Attitudes toward MO is not 
supported as Conformity has a positive effect on Attitudes toward MO. Based on the 
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sinusoidal curve between Individual Values and Attitudes toward MO (Figure 12), it can 
be deduced that Benevolence and Security are also positively related to Attitudes toward 
MO. However, Tradition does not influence Attitudes toward MO. H1c, stating that 
Universalism is positively related to the three components of Attitudes toward MO is 
supported. 
Similarly, for reasons of multicollinearity, it was not possible to include the five 
personality traits in the structural model. Therefore, only H2c and H2e could formally 
be tested. These two hypotheses are supported as Openness to Experience (β = .199, 
p = .005) and Agreeableness (β = .158, p = .031) significantly and positively influence 
Attitudes toward MO. Based on the sinusoidal curve between personality traits and 
Attitudes toward MO (Figure 13), it is foreseeable that Introversion and Instability are 
likely to also negatively influence Attitudes toward MO, and that Conscientiousness is 
likely to positively influence them, providing support for hypotheses H2a, H2b, and 
H2d. 
H3 stated that Attitudes toward MO should positively influence Market-oriented 
behaviors. This hypothesis is strongly supported (β = .599, p = .000). H4, which stated 
that Market-Oriented Behaviors should positively influence Individual Performance, is 
also strongly supported (.360, p = .002). H5 stated that Attitudes toward MO should 
positively influence Individual Performance. This hypothesis is also supported with 
β = .437 (p = .000). 
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Figure 14 Final Structural Model 
Achiev.AC_ip_45
0
e4
CustO.
CustO4_1
e36
CustO3_1
e35
CustO2_1
e34
1
CompO.
CompO3_1
e39
CompO2_1
e38
11
CustO5_1
e37
1
Interf.
IC4_1
e41
IC2_1
e40
1
11
Agree.
AG1_ip_18e31
1
ExtRep
ER2_1
0.001
e43
ER1_1
e42
1 1
Serv.
Serv4_1
e46
Serv3_1
e45
1 1
Int Infl
II3_1
e49
II2_1
e48
1 1
Perf. A PERA2_1 e52
PERA1_1 e51
1 1
1
II4_1
e50
1
1
PERA3_1 e53
1
Perf. B PERB2_1 e55
PERB1_1 e54
PERB3_1 e56
1
1
1
1
AG3_ip_18e29 1
1
CompO4_1
e57
1
e58 e59 e60
e61
e62e63
Att. MO
e66
MO Behav. e67
Performance
e68
e64
1
e65
Soc_des
e69
AGE_1 e70
Self-dir.SD_ip_45
0
e1
Conform.CO_ip_45
0
e2
Open.
OP1_ip_18e5
OP2_ip_18e6
OP3_ip_18e7
OP5_ip_18e8
1
1
1
1
1
Univers.UN_ip_45
0
e3
CONT_1
e71
1
1
1
1
1
1 1
1
1
1 1
1
1
1
11 1 1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1 1 1
1
1
 
 
 111 
Concerning the control variables, the variable Contact with Customers significantly and 
positively influences the External Representation behavior (β = .096, p = .052). This 
means that the less an employee has contact with customers, the more he/she will have 
external representation behavior. It significantly and negatively influences the two other 
market-oriented behaviors: Service Delivery (-.145, p = .010) and Internal Influence 
(-.141, p = .006). These two results mean that the less an employee has contact with 
customers, the less he/she will have service delivery and internal influence behaviors. It 
significantly and positively influences the individual performance variable related to 
Effectiveness (.124, p = .023), whereas it significantly and negatively influences the 
individual performance variable related to Satisfying Customers (-.128, p = .019). This 
result means that the less an employee has contact with customers, the better he/she will 
perform concerning effectiveness and the less he/she will perform in terms of satisfying 
customers. 
The control variable Age has a significant and positive impact on Attitudes toward MO 
(.272, p = .000) as well as on Universalism (.171, p = .000). Older employees have more 
favorable attitudes toward MO and have more values of universalism than younger 
employees. 
The variable Social Desirability has several significant and positive impacts: on the two 
items of Agreeableness (.095, p = .063; .118, p = .022), on one item of Openness to 
Experience (.088, p = .031), on the two items of External Representation behavior 
(.152, p = .002; .165, p = .000), and on one item of individual performance related to 
Satisfying Customers (.162, p = .000). 
Looking at the modification indices, some relations were included in the structural 
model in an exploratory way in order to improve the model fit indices. Agreeableness 
has a significant and positive impact on performance related to Satisfying Customers 
(.162, p = .016) and a significant but negative impact on Internal Influence behavior 
(-.151, p = .008). Openness to Experience significantly and positively influences 
Internal Influence behavior (.348, p = .000). The Achievement value item has a 
significant and positive effect on External Representation behavior (.204, p = .000). 
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Moderating Role of Organizational Culture 
Two analyses were conducted to test H6 about the moderating role of organizational 
culture. The first analysis was done at the individual perception level. The second 
analysis was done at the firm level. Unfortunately, H6, stating that the causal 
relationships in the individual values / personality traits – attitude – behavior – 
individual performance chain are stronger in firms with adhocracy and market cultures 
than in firms with clan and hierarchy cultures, is not confirmed. In fact, the results of 
the multi-group analyses indicate that perception of organizational culture does not 
influence the relationships between the constructs in the study model. 
For the first analysis, the objective was to investigate the role of respondents’ 
perceptions of organizational culture within the MO context. First, the database was 
split into two groups: respondents who perceive the organizational culture of their firm 
as internal-oriented (Clan and Hierarchy) and those who perceive the organizational 
culture of their firm as external-oriented (Adhocracy and Market). 
To obtain these different groups, the summed scores related to external culture were 
subtracted from the summed scores related to internal culture. A positive result 
corresponds with internal culture, a negative result means an external culture. A result 
of zero means that the opinion was neutral, and the neutral group was assigned to the 
internal group because there was no significant difference between these two groups in 
a preliminary multi-group analysis. 
Multi-group analysis was then run on the structural model with the two different groups: 
“internal” (i.e., 240 people) and “external” (i.e., 119 people). The results of the analysis 
show that the best model is the one called structural means (see Appendix 2 for 
explanations concerning the different models). This model implies that the measurement 
weights, measurement intercepts, structural weights, structural intercepts, and structural 
means are equal across the two groups. Therefore, there is no significant difference 
between the two groups in terms of perception of organizational culture according to the 
distinction between internal vs. external culture, and thus the perception of 
organizational culture does not influence the model. Configural, metric, and scalar 
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invariance (Steenkamp and Baumgartner, 1998) are therefore found between the two 
groups, and latent means are also the same in the two groups. 
The database was also split into two other groups: respondents who perceive the 
organizational culture of their firm as organic processes (Clan and Adhocracy) and 
those who perceive the organizational culture of their firm as mechanistic processes 
(Hierarchy and Market). To obtain these different groups, the summed scores related to 
organic processes were subtracted from the summed scores related to mechanistic 
processes. A positive result means organic processes and a negative result corresponds 
with mechanistic processes. A result of zero means that the opinion was neutral. First, a 
model with “neutral” included in the organic processes group was computed. The 
results of the multi-group analysis show that the first acceptable model is the one called 
structural residuals, which means that measurement weights, measurement intercepts, 
structural weights, structural intercepts, structural means, structural covariances, and 
structural residuals are equal between the two groups. It is therefore possible to 
conclude that there is no significant difference between the two groups in terms of 
perception of organizational culture according to the distinction between organic 
processes vs. mechanistic processes, and thus that the perception of organizational 
culture does not influence the model. A second model was run in which “neutral” was 
included into the mechanistic processes group. As for the internal vs. external culture 
groups, the first acceptable model is the structural means model. Therefore, it is once 
again possible to conclude that there is no significant difference between the two groups 
in terms of perception of organizational culture according to the distinction between 
organic processes vs. mechanistic processes. Configural, metric, and scalar invariance 
(Steenkamp and Baumgartner, 1998) are also confirmed and latent means are the same 
in the two groups. Thus, employee perception of organizational culture does not 
influence the model. 
To study this aspect in more detail, the database was split into four groups: Clan, 
Adhocracy, Hierarchy, and Market. The results of this analysis show that the first 
acceptable model is the structural means model. Configural, metric, and scalar 
invariance (Steenkamp and Baumgartner, 1998) are confirmed between the four groups. 
It is possible to conclude that there is no significant difference between the four groups 
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in terms of perception of organizational culture according to the distinction between the 
four types of culture, and thus that the perception of organizational culture does not 
influence the model. 
Because there was no difference at the individual perception level, a second round of 
analyses was conducted at the firm level. Each firm was assigned as internal oriented or 
as external oriented. The examination of the respondents’ answers made it possible to 
assign all the employees of a firm in a specific organizational culture type, i.e., if a 
majority of employees answered that their firm was internal oriented, all the employees 
were assigned to the internal oriented culture. As well as for the first set of multi-group 
analysis, configural, metric, and scalar invariance (Steenkamp and Baumgartner, 1998) 
are also verified and the latent means are the same for the two groups for this analysis at 
the firm level. 
We tested the homogeneity of organizational culture perception. On average, we found 
that 63% of employees share the same perception (ranging from 40% to 90%). This 
means that the strength of perception of organizational culture in the firms in our 
sample is not very high. This could explain the non significance of the results. 
Common Method Bias 
To test for potential issues of common method variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003), two 
analyses were run. First, a Harman’s one-factor test was computed, i.e., all the items of 
the study were loaded into a PCA. 10 factors emerged and accounted for 65.856% of 
variance. The first factor accounted for only 19.573% of variance, i.e., no factor 
accounted for the majority of variance. Second, a structural equation model with all 
items loading on a single factor was run. This model presented a poor fit: GFI = .655, 
AGFI = .607, CFI = .411, and RMSEA = .112. In light of these results, common method 
bias is unlikely to be a serious problem in the data. 
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Summary of the Hypothesis Tests 
The results of the study largely support the hypotheses. 10 out of 12 hypotheses are 
supported. Table 18 summarizes the hypotheses. Figure 15 shows the main model paths 
with the standardized regression coefficients. Tables 19 to 21 present the standardized 
direct, indirect, and total effects of the model, as well as their level of significance, for 
the three main latent constructs: Attitudes toward MO, Market-Oriented Behaviors, and 
Individual Performance. The direct effect of Attitudes toward MO on Individual 
Performance is stronger (.437, p = .023) than the indirect effect through Market-
Oriented Behaviors (.216, p = .018). See Tables A1 to A6 (Appendix 3) for more details 
about the effects. The next chapter discusses the implications of these results. 
 
Table 18 Summary of the Results of the Hypothesis Tests 
H1a Individualism  Attitudes toward MO Supported 
except for Power 
H1b Collectivism  Attitudes toward MO Not supported 
H1c Universalism  Attitudes toward MO Supported 
H2a Introversion  Attitudes toward MO Supported 
H2b Emotional Instability  Attitudes toward MO Supported 
H2c Openness to Experience  Attitudes toward MO Supported 
H2d Conscientiousness  Attitudes toward MO Supported 
H2e Agreeableness  Attitudes toward MO Supported 
H3 Attitudes toward MO  Market-Oriented Behaviors Supported 
H4 Market-Oriented Behaviors  Individual Performance Supported 
H5 Attitudes toward MO  Individual Performance Supported 
H6 Adhocracy and Market > Clan and Hierarchy in terms 
of MO 
Not supported 
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Figure 15 Main Model Paths 
 
Attitudes 
toward MO 
Market-
Oriented 
Behaviors 
Individual 
Performance 
.599 *** .360 ** 
.437 *** 
Self-
Direction 
Achievement 
.199 ** 
.158 * 
Conformity 
Agreeableness 
Openness 
Universalism 
.178 ** 
.181 ** 
.192 ** 
.118 † 
Standardized coefficients, *** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05, † p < .1 
External 
Repres. 
Internal 
Influence 
Service 
Delivery 
Customer 
Orient. 
Interf. 
Coordination 
Competitor 
Orient. 
.791 *** .903 *** .731 *** 
.438 *** 
.820 *** 
.839 *** 
.570 *** 
.718 *** 
Effectiveness 
Satisfying 
Customers 
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Table 19 Standardized Direct Effects 
 
Attitudes 
toward MO 
Market-oriented 
Behaviors 
Individual 
Performance 
Attitudes 
toward MO 
.000 
 
.000 
 
.000 
 
Market-oriented 
Behaviors 
.599 
(.010) 
.000 
 
.000 
 
Individual 
Performance 
.437 
(.023) 
.360 
(.031) 
.000 
 
NOTE: Level of significance (two tailed) indicated in brackets. 
 
Table 20 Standardized Indirect Effects 
 
Attitudes 
toward MO 
Market-oriented 
Behaviors 
Individual 
Performance 
Attitudes 
toward MO 
.000 
 
.000 
 
.000 
 
Market-oriented 
Behaviors 
.000 
 
.000 
 
.000 
 
Individual 
Performance 
.216 
(.018) 
.000 
 
.000 
 
NOTE: Level of significance (two tailed) indicated in brackets. 
 
Table 21 Standardized Total Effects 
 
Attitudes 
toward MO 
Market-oriented 
Behaviors 
Individual 
Performance 
Attitudes 
toward MO 
.000 
 
.000 
 
.000 
 
Market-oriented 
Behaviors 
.599 
(.010) 
.000 
 
.000 
 
Individual 
Performance 
.653 
(.020) 
.360 
(0.031) 
.000 
 
NOTE: Level of significance (two tailed) indicated in brackets. 
118 
CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 
Key Results 
To a large extent, the results presented in the previous chapter support the hypotheses 
and the value / personality – attitude – behavior hierarchy in the context of MO. The 
structural model and the correlation analysis show that employees with more 
individualistic and universalistic values have more positive attitudes toward MO. 
Employees with the personality traits Agreeableness, Openness to Experience and 
Conscientiousness and employees low in the personality traits Introversion and 
Emotional Instability have also positive attitudes toward MO. Attitudes toward MO has 
a significant positive impact on Market-Oriented Behaviors. Moreover, both Attitudes 
toward MO and Market-Oriented Behaviors positively and directly influence Individual 
Performance. This means that in the context of MO, individual employee performance 
is significantly influenced by the value / personality – attitude – behavior hierarchy. 
These results support the findings of previous research. Indeed, they corroborate 
Kennedy, Lassk, and Goolsby’s (2002) prediction about the positive link between 
attitudes toward customer orientation and individual performance. These findings are 
also consistent with those of Brown et al. (2002) concerning the relationships between 
personality traits and customer-oriented behaviors, as well as the impact of these 
behaviors on individual performance. 
In this study, no support is found for the moderating role of organizational culture. One 
reason could be that the strength of organizational culture perception in the firms in our 
sample is not very high. On average, 63% of employees share the same perception of 
their organizational culture. 
The control variable Hierarchical Level does not have a significant impact on the 
model. Therefore, contrary to Webster’s (1988) opinion about the influence of top 
management, hierarchical level has no effect on either Attitudes toward MO or on 
Market-Oriented Behaviors. These results show consistency among employees. 
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In this research, personality was intended to be tested indirectly, rather than directly, 
related to individual performance (see Barrick, Mount, and Judge, 2001, for a meta-
analysis). These relationships were in fact mostly indirect. Only Agreeableness was 
empirically found to be directly and positively related to the Satisfying Customers 
performance dimension (.162, p = .016). The results also exhibit an intriguing negative 
effect of Agreeableness on Internal influence behaviors. Further research should be 
conducted to better understand the reasons of the negative sign of this relationship. 
Meta-analyses found mixed results for the relationship between MO and firm 
performance in service firms at the firm level. Rodriguez Cano, Carrillat, and Jaramillo 
(2004) found that the relationship is stronger for service firms than for manufacturing 
firms. On the other hand, Kirca, Jayachandran, and Bearden (2005) found contrary 
results, i.e., that this relationship is stronger for manufacturing firms than for service 
firms. Our results indicated that in service firms, at the employee level, there is a strong 
relationship between attitudes toward MO / market-oriented behaviors and individual 
performance. 
In service firms, positive attitudes toward MO and market-oriented behaviors have a 
significant impact on individual performance for every employee, i.e., employees from 
different hierarchical levels as well as employees from different functions. However, 
there is a significant influence of the variable Contact with Customers on individual 
behaviors and performance. Employees with more contacts with customers have more 
Service Delivery and Internal Influence behaviors than employees with less contact. On 
the other hand, the lack of contact with customers positively influences External 
Representation behaviors. This result means that the less an employee has contact with 
customers, the more he/she has external representation behaviors, which advocate the 
firm’s products and services as well as its image to outsiders. This interesting finding 
may be explained by the fact that employees having daily contact with customers are 
most often at the bottom of the firm’s hierarchy and only have operational relationships 
with customers and outsiders. On the other hand, top managers who have less contact 
with customers may be in a better position to externally represent their firm. 
Furthermore, frequent contact with customers has a negative impact on employee 
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Effectiveness but a positive effect on the perception of employee performance related to 
Satisfying Customers. 
Research Implications 
The value / personality – attitude – behavior hierarchy works in the context of MO. This 
means that future MO research should not only focus on the firm level but also on the 
individual employee level, by taking into account employees’ personality and values, as 
well as their attitudes, if they want to better understand the relationship between market-
oriented behaviors and individual performance. Furthermore, a contribution of this 
study is to include personality in the value – attitude – behavior hierarchy (Fishbein and 
Ajzen, 1975; Homer and Kahle, 1988). The results show that personality and values are 
complementary and that including both constructs in the model explains attitudes better 
than just values. 
As indicated in the introduction, one of the objectives of this dissertation was to 
examine whether MO is a relatively immutable element of a firm’s organizational 
culture or whether it is an organizational choice that can be easily managed. By 
identifying the impact of individual values and personality traits on attitudes toward 
MO, we have shown that attitudes toward MO are deeply rooted in an individual 
employee’s values and personality. Moreover, the results show that a firm’s 
organizational culture has no significant influence on the relationships between these 
values and personality traits and an employee’s attitudes and behaviors and their 
individual performance. Therefore, if MO is deeply rooted in an individual employee’s 
values and personality and cannot be influenced through managing a firm’s 
organizational culture, it is likely to be difficult to manage and change. Therefore, a 
firm with market-oriented employees may benefit from a sustainable competitive 
advantage, as it would as well be difficult for its competitors to purposefully imitate and 
match this orientation (Barney, 1986). 
Studies by Bettencourt and colleagues (Bettencourt, Gwinner, and Meuter, 2001; 
Bettencourt and Brown, 2003; Bettencourt, Brown, and MacKenzie, 2005) and Brown 
et al. (2002) have focused their efforts on customer-contact employees. The results of 
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this study show that back-office employees should also be taken into account in order to 
better understand the link between market-oriented behaviors and individual 
performance in service firms. 
Most empirical research, within the culturally oriented perspective on MO, has taken a 
contingency management approach (Deshpandé and Webster, 1989), by asking 
managers about their perceptions concerning their firm’s MO. In this research, 
following Furrer, Lantz, and Perrinjaquet (2004), an organizational cognition 
perspective was taken (Allen, McQuarrie, and Barr, 1998; Deshpandé and Webster, 
1989; Smircich, 1983), in which MO resides within each employee as a function of 
cognitive and learning processes. This perspective has turned out to provide fruitful 
means for identifying the differences as well as similarities among individual employee 
values and personality traits, attitudes and behaviors, and for studying the diffusion of 
MO throughout the firm (Maltz and Kohli, 1996; Menon and Varadarajan, 1992; 
Moorman, 1995). 
In addition, previous research on MO, from the cultural perspective, only used ad hoc 
values (e.g., Homburg and Pflesser, 2000). In this research, SVS (Schwartz, 1992), 
which classifies values along a continuum of related motivations has been used. As 
Schwartz’s typology is systematic, it allows us to identify values that support MO as 
well as those that do not. Since only a small numbers of values were introduced in the 
model when estimating the complete structural model to avoid multicollinearity 
problems, the correlation analysis presented in Figure 12 was conducted to 
systematically identify the values that most influence attitudes toward MO and those 
with no influence. 
Managerial implications 
Prior research has indicated that MO increases a firm’s performance (e.g., Jaworski and 
Kohli, 1993; Narver and Slater, 1990). Therefore, firms with employees who possess 
individual values / personality traits and attitudes that do not support MO may find 
themselves in a position of competitive disadvantage relative to other firms with more 
market-oriented employees. 
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The results in this dissertation show that at the employee-level, individual values and 
personality traits influence individual attitudes toward MO. These attitudes then 
influence market-oriented behaviors. In this framework, values are difficult to change 
because they are central to an individual’s belief system and transcend specific 
situations (Rokeach, 1973). Attitudes are easier to change because they are less central 
to an individual’s identity and less global in their application (Ajzen and Fishbein, 
1980). Finally, behaviors are malleable and relatively easy to change. Furthermore, it 
has been argued in the literature that behaviors also reinforce an individual’s values and 
attitudes through a feedback effect (Day, 2003; Hartline, Maxham, and McKee, 2000; 
Meglino and Ravlin, 1998).  
Thus, a manager wanting to enhance his or her firm’s MO should act in three different 
ways simultaneously (Schneider, White, and Paul, 1998; Schneider and White, 2004). 
Each way reciprocally reinforces the other two. First, a manager can select employees 
who possess favorable MO attitudes, based on their individual value and personality 
trait profiles. As it is difficult to change an individual’s values and personality, it is 
therefore easier to hire employees who have values and personality traits that are 
consistent with the firm’s desired MO oriented-behaviors. Second, to reinforce 
employee favorable attitudes toward MO, managers can develop MO training programs 
to make employees aware of MO and its impact on individual performance, and 
inevitably on firm performance. To be effective, these programs/courses should aim at 
changing employee attitudes toward MO, more than their values or their behaviors. 
Efforts to directly change employee values are unlikely to succeed. Change comes about 
through altering behavioral models and by helping employees to understand how new 
behaviors may lead to improved performance (i.e., by changing attitudes). Third, 
managers should develop incentive systems to reward employee market-oriented 
behaviors (Jaworski and Kohli, 1993). Eventually, these changes will be absorbed into 
employee value systems and attitudes. 
The managerial relevance of these implications has been further confirmed by 
information obtained from personal interviews with managers in two different firms in 
the French speaking part of Switzerland. For example, the interview in a transport firm 
provided us with information that the firm now pays more attention to training 
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individual employees, with an aim at changing their attitudes toward MO (e.g., such 
training emphasizes the importance of announcing any delay or other service failure to 
customers without delay). Finally, in one bank, top management recently conducted an 
internal survey of employees at every level and in every function in order to evaluate 
and monitor their attitudes and behaviors toward MO. 
In order to crystallize changes in terms of attitudes and behaviors toward more MO, it 
could be important to develop and implement CRM (Customer Relationship 
Management) tools which would help individual employees to better serve the 
customers, obtain information about competitors, and more freely communicate with 
other departments. 
Limitations and Further Research 
Due to the complexity of the research model in addition to multicollinearity problems, it 
was not possible to formally and simultaneously test the impact of individual values and 
personality traits on the three components of attitudes toward MO. This aggregated 
approach may ignore some differentiated effects of individual values and personality 
traits on the three components of attitudes toward MO. However, the correlation 
analysis of individual values / personality traits and attitudes toward MO has revealed 
positive results. Further research should test these relationships more formally. 
A second limitation of this study is that the sample is not completely equivalent across 
firms. In some firms, there are more respondents than in others and some hierarchical 
levels are more represented than others. In further studies, it would be better to ensure 
equivalence in the different firms within the sample. Furthermore, a large proportion of 
respondents (71.9%) have daily contact with customers, which could have biased the 
results in favor of attitudes and behaviors toward MO, especially in favor of customer 
orientation. However, the focus of the study was on service businesses, in which most 
employees usually have more contact with customers than in manufacturing firms. 
One of the results of this study is that in service firms, it is important for all employees 
(i.e., different hierarchical levels, different functions) to be market-oriented. It may not 
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be the case in manufacturing firms (e.g., production employees in manufacturing firms 
may not perceive the importance of satisfying final customers). It would therefore be 
interesting to test this model with a sample of manufacturing firms. 
Another limitation of this research is the cross-sectional nature of the research design. A 
longitudinal study would be useful to better investigate the interplay between values, 
personality, attitudes, behaviors, and individual performance over time. A further 
limitation of this study is the single-country character of the sample. National culture 
affects employee attitudes and behaviors (Triandis, 1989). Steenkamp, ter Hofstede, and 
Wedel (1999) have shown the importance of the interaction effect of micro-individual 
and macro-cultural antecedents. The individualism/collectivism dimension is one of the 
most salient cultural dimensions that differentiate people from different countries 
(Hofstede, 1980; Triandis, 1995). Testing the robustness of these findings in different 
countries would be of much interest and may reveal some significant issues. 
In order to avoid the tautological effect of attitudes toward MO on market-oriented 
behaviors, we decided to reduce the overlap between the two constructs by focusing the 
scope of market-oriented behaviors on mainly customer orientation and interfunctional 
coordination whereas attitudes toward MO are concerned with competitor orientation as 
well. Further research may use qualitative methods to better understand the differences 
and the communalities between the two constructs and further validate the hypothesized 
reinforcing effect of attitudes toward MO on market-oriented behaviors.  
A limitation is also that we used self-report measures and we used the same respondents 
to obtain data about the dependent and independent variables. However, to control for 
social desirability bias related to self-report, a social desirability scale was included in 
the questionnaire and in the model. Furthermore, we also took some measures to reduce 
common method bias and the tests conducted showed that it was not a problem in the 
data. However, further research may use supervisor rating data to evaluate individual 
employee performance, which would further reduce the risk of social desirability and 
common method biases. 
Despite the pre-test analyses and scale purification procedure, which resulted in further 
adaptations of the different scales to the French speaking context, the internal 
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consistency of several of these scales were below the recommended threshold. Further 
research should continue to work on developing better culturally adapted scales for this 
field. 
In further research, confronting managers with the results of this study could validate 
these findings from a practitioner point of view. Collaborating with work psychologists 
could be useful to reconcile ideas from different research fields, i.e., marketing, human 
resource management, and thus cover more aspects of the MO issue. 
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APPENDIX 1 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
 
 
Etude sur les attitudes envers l’orientation vers le marché 
 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Ci-après, vous trouverez un questionnaire concernant les valeurs, attitudes, traits de caractère et comportements 
concernant l’orientation vers le marché. Je vous demande votre aide pour cet important projet de recherche 
réalisé dans le cadre de ma thèse de doctorat à l’Ecole des HEC de l’Université de Lausanne. Parce que seul un 
petit nombre de personnes a été invité à répondre à ce questionnaire, votre participation est très importante pour 
moi. 
 
Les questionnaires individuels seront traités confidentiellement et détruits après leur dépouillement sans être 
communiqués à personne. Vous et votre entreprise pourrez recevoir un résumé des résultats globaux de cette 
enquête mais pas les résultats individuels. Si vous désirez recevoir une copie de ces résultats, veuillez agrafer 
votre carte de visite sur la première page du questionnaire ou indiquer vos nom, prénom et adresse. 
 
Le questionnaire a été développé de manière à ce que vous puissiez y répondre le plus rapidement possible. Cela 
devrait prendre entre 15 et 20 minutes. 
 
 
 
Instructions générales  
 
1. Veuillez répondre à toutes les questions aussi spontanément que possible. Votre première impression est 
généralement la bonne. Il n’y a pas de bonnes ou de mauvaises réponses. Seule votre opinion m’intéresse. 
 
2. Une fois le questionnaire complété, veuillez me le retourner à l’adresse suivante : 
 
 
Amandine Perrinjaquet 
Université de Lausanne 
Ecole des HEC 
Bâtiment Internef - Quartier Dorigny 
1015 Lausanne 
 
 
 
 
 
Merci pour votre collaboration 
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PARTIE I : VALEURS INDIVIDUELLES 
 
INSTRUCTIONS : Cette partie est divisée en deux sections composées respectivement des listes de valeurs 
1 et 2. 
Lorsque vous répondrez à chacune des questions, veuillez vous demander : « Quelles sont les valeurs qui sont 
importantes pour MOI et qui sont garantes des principes qui régissent MA VIE et quelles autres valeurs sont 
moins importantes pour moi ? » S’il vous plaît, commencez par lire les valeurs numérotées de 1 à 30 (Liste de 
valeurs 1), puis choisissez la valeur qui est pour vous la plus importante et évaluez son importance par la note 7. 
Puis, choisissez celle qui est la plus opposée à celles que vous défendez et attribuez-lui la note -1. Si aucune des 
valeurs citées ne correspond à ce degré d’évaluation (-1) pour vous, choisissez celle qui est la moins importante 
pour vous et donnez-lui la note 0 ou 1. Puis évaluez le reste des valeurs (jusqu’au numéro 30). 
 
LISTE DE VALEURS 1 
 
COMME ESSENTIELLE ET GARANTE DE MES PRINCIPES DE VIE, cette valeur est : 
 
opposée 
à mes 
valeurs 
 
pas 
importante 
   
 
importante 
   
très 
importante 
d’une 
extrême 
importance 
-1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
1. ____ ÉGALITÉ (égalité des chances pour tous) 
2. ____ HARMONIE INTÉRIEURE (être en paix avec moi-même) 
3. ____ POUVOIR SOCIAL (domination, exercice d’un pouvoir de contrôle sur les autres) 
4. ____ PLAISIR (réalisation ou satisfaction de mes désirs) 
5. ____ LIBERTÉ (liberté d’agir et de penser) 
6. ____ VIE SPIRITUELLE (placer les valeurs spirituelles au-dessus des valeurs matérielles) 
7. ____ APPARTENANCE (avoir le sentiment que d’autres s’intéressent à moi) 
8. ____ ORDRE SOCIAL (stabilité sociale) 
9. ____ VIE EXCITANTE (expériences stimulantes) 
10. ____ UN BUT DANS LA VIE (avoir des objectifs dans la vie) 
11. ____ POLITESSE (courtoisie, bonnes manières) 
12. ____ RICHESSE (biens matériels, argent) 
13. ____ SÉCURITÉ NATIONALE (protection de mon pays contre ses ennemis) 
14. ____ RESPECT DE SOI (confiance dans sa propre valeur) 
15. ____ RÉCIPROCITÉ DES SERVICES RENDUS (toujours retourner les faveurs reçues) 
16. ____ CRÉATIVITÉ (imagination, originalité) 
17. ____ UN MONDE EN PAIX (sans guerre, ni conflit) 
18. ____ RESPECT DES TRADITIONS (préservation des coutumes et des traditions) 
19. ____ AMOUR (émotion profonde et intimité spirituelle) 
20. ____ AUTO-DISCIPLINE (self-contrôle, savoir résister aux tentations) 
21. ____ DÉTACHEMENT (détachement vis-à-vis des problèmes de ce monde) 
22. ____ SÉCURITÉ FAMILIALE (sécurité pour ceux qui me sont chers) 
23. ____ RECONNAISSANCE SOCIALE (être respecté et apprécié des autres) 
24. ____ HARMONIE AVEC LA NATURE (communion avec la nature) 
25. ____ VIE VARIÉE (vie faite de défis, de nouveautés et de changements) 
26. ____ SAGESSE (avoir un degré suffisant de maturité) 
27. ____ AUTORITÉ (le droit de diriger et de commander) 
28. ____ AMITIÉ (être entouré d’amis sûrs et fiables) 
29. ____ BEAUTÉ ET ESTHÉTIQUE (beauté de la nature et beauté des arts) 
30. ____ JUSTICE SOCIALE (combat contre l’injustice, protection des plus pauvres) 
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Maintenant évaluez l’importance qu’a dans votre vie chacune des valeurs qui suivent. Ces valeurs prennent la 
forme d’une action qui est plus ou moins importante pour vous. Comme pour la liste 1, essayez de les distinguer 
autant que possible en utilisant tous les degrés d’évaluation.  
 
Avant de commencer, lisez les valeurs numérotées de 31 à 56 (Liste de valeurs 2) puis choisissez celle qui est la 
plus importante pour vous et évaluez son importance par la note 7. Ensuite, choisissez la valeur qui est la plus 
opposée à celles que vous défendez ou, si une telle valeur ne figure pas dans la liste, choisissez celle qui est la 
moins importante pour vous en lui attribuant la note de -1, 0 ou 1, selon son importance. Puis évaluez les autres 
valeurs de la liste.  
 
LISTE DE VALEURS 2 
 
COMME ESSENTIELLE ET GARANTE DE MES PRINCIPES DE VIE, cette valeur est : 
 
opposée 
à mes 
valeurs 
 
pas 
importante 
   
 
importante 
   
très 
importante 
d’une 
extrême 
importance 
-1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
31. ____ INDÉPENDANT (me suffire à moi-même) 
32. ____ MODÉRÉ (éviter les extrêmes dans les actions et les sentiments) 
33. ____ FIDÈLE (être loyal envers mes amis, mon groupe) 
34. ____ AMBITIEUX (dans mon travail et mes aspirations personnelles) 
35. ____ OUVERT (être tolérant vis-à-vis des idées et des convictions différentes des miennes) 
36. ____ HUMBLE (être modeste et effacé) 
37. ____ INTRÉPIDE (rechercher l’aventure, le risque) 
38. ____ PROTÉGER L’ENVIRONNEMENT (préserver la nature) 
39. ____ AVOIR DE L’ASCENDANT SUR LES AUTRES (avoir un impact sur les gens et les  
 événements) 
40. ____ HONORER MES PARENTS ET MES AINÉS (faire preuve de respect) 
41. ____ CHOISIR MES PROPRES OBJECTIFS (choisir mes centres d’intérêt) 
42. ____ ÊTRE EN BONNE SANTÉ (ne pas être malade ni physiquement ni mentalement) 
43. ____ CAPABLE (être compétent, efficace) 
44. ____ ACCEPTER LA VIE TELLE QU’ELLE SE PRÉSENTE (me soumettre aux aléas de la vie) 
45. ____ HONNÊTETÉ (être généreux et sincère) 
46. ____ PRÉSERVER MON IMAGE (ne pas perdre la face) 
47. ____ OBÉISSANCE (respectueux, remplir mes obligations) 
48. ____ INTELLIGENCE (être logique et capable de bien raisonner) 
49. ____ SERVIABLE (être attentif au bien et au confort des autres) 
50. ____ BON VIVANT (apprécier la nourriture, le sexe, le plaisir) 
51. ____ CROYANT (avoir la foi et respecter les commandements de ma religion) 
52. ____ RESPONSABLE (être digne de confiance, fiable) 
53. ____ CURIEUX (s’intéresser à tout, découvrir, explorer) 
54. ____ INDULGENT (pardonner aux autres) 
55. ____ RÉUSSIR (atteindre mes objectifs) 
56. ____ PROPRE (ordonné, sain) 
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PARTIE II : ATTITUDES D’ORIENTATION VERS LE MARCHE 
 
INSTRUCTIONS : Dans cette section, je cherche à connaître votre opinion sur l’importance de l’orientation 
vers le marché et de l’innovation pour les entreprises. Dans l’espace blanc qui précède chaque point, veuillez 
inscrire le chiffre (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7) qui représente le mieux à quel point vous êtes d’accord ou non avec les 
déclarations suivantes. 
 
Absolument 
pas d’accord 
  Neutre   Tout à fait 
d’accord 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
Je pense que : 
 
1. ____ les employés en contact avec les clients doivent régulièrement partager à l’intérieur de leur 
entreprise les informations qu’ils ont obtenues à propos des stratégies des concurrents. 
2. ____ les objectifs des entreprises doivent être principalement orientés vers la satisfaction des clients. 
3. ____ les entreprises doivent rapidement réagir à toute action dangereuse de la part de leurs concurrents. 
4. ____ les entreprises doivent être prêtes à adopter les innovations technologiques basées sur les résultats 
de recherches scientifiques. 
5. ____ les entreprises doivent continuellement évaluer leur niveau d’engagement à servir les besoins de 
leurs clients. 
6. ____ les cadres de l'ensemble des fonctions de l’entreprise doivent régulièrement rencontrer leurs clients 
actuels et potentiels. 
7. ____ les entreprises doivent activement rechercher des idées innovatrices. 
8. ____ les employées doivent librement communiquer à travers toutes les fonctions de l’entreprise leurs 
expériences avec les clients que celles-ci soient réussies ou ratées. 
9. ____ les entreprises doivent développer leur stratégie afin de satisfaire les besoins des clients. 
10. ____ l’ensemble des fonctions d’une entreprise (par exemple marketing, production, recherche et 
développement, finance et comptabilité, etc.) doit être coordonné afin de servir les besoins de son 
marché cible. 
11. ____ les entreprises doivent être prêtes à accepter des innovations dans la gestion de projets. 
12. ____ la stratégie d’une entreprise doit être orientée vers la création de plus de valeur pour les clients. 
13. ____ les entreprises doivent utiliser des technologies innovatrices dans le développement de leurs 
produits. 
14. ____ les entreprises doivent accorder beaucoup d’attention à leur service à la clientèle. 
15. ____ les cadres supérieurs doivent régulièrement évaluer les forces et faiblesses des concurrents. 
16. ____ les cadres supérieurs doivent être capables de comprendre comment chaque employé de leur 
entreprise peut contribuer à la création de valeur pour les clients. 
17. ____ les entreprises doivent développer des nouveaux produits qui soient à la pointe de la technologie. 
18. ____ les entreprises doivent cibler les clients pour lesquels elles ont une opportunité d’obtenir un 
avantage concurrentiel. 
19. ____ il faut que les entreprises mesurent systématiquement et régulièrement la satisfaction de leurs 
clients. 
20. ____ les entreprises doivent partager les informations à propos des clients entre tous leurs départements 
et fonctions. 
21. ____ les entreprises doivent se tenir au courant des derniers développements dans leur domaine 
d’activité. 
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PARTIE III : TRAITS DE PERSONNALITE 
 
INSTRUCTIONS : Dans cette section, vous trouverez une liste d’adjectifs décrivant des traits de personnalité. 
Veuillez utiliser l’échelle ci-dessous pour indiquer le mieux possible comment chaque adjectif vous correspond. 
Décrivez-vous comme vous êtes maintenant le plus souvent et non pas comme vous voudriez être dans le futur. 
Veuillez lire attentivement chaque adjectif et inscrire dans l’espace blanc qui le précède le chiffre (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 
7) qui vous représente le mieux. 
 
Cet adjectif me correspond : 
 
Pas du tout      Tout à fait 
       
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
1. ____ SYMPATHIQUE 14. ____ IRRITABLE 
2. ____ PRAGMATIQUE 15. ____ INTROVERTI 
3. ____ CREATIF 16. ____ EFFICACE, EFFICIENT 
4. ____ GENTIL 17. ____ SUSCEPTIBLE 
5. ____ ORGANISÉ 18. ____ PEU BAVARD 
6. ____ IMAGINATIF 19. ____ BRILLANT, INTELLIGENT 
7. ____ CHALEUREUX 20. ____ LUNATIQUE, D’HUMEUR CHANGEANTE 
8. ____ SYSTÉMATIQUE 21. ____ TRANQUILLE, CALME 
9. ____ JALOUX 22. ____ FAIT LES CHOSES A FOND 
10. ____ RESERVÉ 23. ____ INNOVATIF 
11. ____ COOPÉRATIF 24. ____ TIMIDE 
12. ____ ENVIEUX 25. ____ SERVIABLE 
13. ____ ARTISTIQUE  
 
 
 
INSTRUCTIONS : Veuillez indiquer si les énoncés ci-dessous sont vrais ou faux en ce qui vous concerne 
personnellement. 
 
  Vrai Faux 
1. Je n’hésite jamais à me donner du mal pour aider quelqu’un qui a des problèmes. □ □ 
2. Je n’ai jamais profondément détesté quelqu’un. □ □ 
3. J’ai été parfois assez jaloux de la chance des autres. □ □ 
4. Je ne penserai jamais à laisser quelqu’un d’autre être puni à ma place. □ □ 
5. Je me sens parfois plein de rancœur quand je n’obtiens pas ce que je veux. □ □ 
6. Je me suis parfois senti en rébellion contre l’autorité tout en sachant que les personnes qui 
la représentaient avaient raison. 
□ □ 
7. Je suis toujours courtois même avec les gens qui sont désagréables. □ □ 
8. Quand je ne sais pas quelque chose, je ne refuse pas de l’admettre. □ □ 
9. Je me souviens d’avoir trouvé des excuses pour échapper à une situation embarrassante. □ □ 
10. Je suis parfois agacé par les gens qui me demandent des faveurs. □ □ 
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PARTIE IV : COMPORTEMENTS ORIENTES VERS LE MARCHE 
 
INSTRUCTIONS : Dans cette section, je cherche à savoir comment vous vous comportez au sein de votre 
entreprise en ce qui concerne l’orientation vers le marché. Dans l’espace blanc qui précède chaque point, 
veuillez inscrire le chiffre (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7) qui représente le mieux à quel point vous êtes d’accord ou non avec 
les déclarations suivantes. 
 
Absolument 
pas d’accord 
  Neutre   Tout à fait 
d’accord 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
D'ordinaire : 
 
1. ____ je dis aux gens de l’extérieur que mon entreprise est un endroit agréable pour travailler. 
2. ____ je suis les lignes de conduite du service à la clientèle avec beaucoup d’attention. 
3. ____ je parle de manière positive de mon entreprise aux autres. 
4. ____ je suis l’un des premiers parmi mes collègues à utiliser une nouvelle technologie. 
5. ____ je crée une réputation favorable pour mon entreprise. 
6. ____ je fais des suggestions constructives afin d’améliorer les services de mon entreprise. 
7. ____ en toute circonstance, je suis particulièrement courtois et respectueux des clients. 
8. ____ je partage avec mes collègues des solutions créatives concernant les problèmes des clients. 
9. ____ je me sens généralement à l’aise quand il s’agit d’utiliser une nouvelle technologie. 
10. ____ j’encourage mes amis et ma famille à utiliser les services de mon entreprise. 
11. ____ je prends du temps pour comprendre les besoins individuels des clients. 
12. ____ je me tiens au courant des nouveaux développements technologiques dans mes domaines d’intérêt. 
13. ____ j’encourage mes collègues à avoir des idées créatives et à faire des suggestions afin d’améliorer la 
qualité des services de l’entreprise. 
14. ____ je suis de manière régulière les requêtes et les problèmes des clients. 
15. ____ j’apporte beaucoup d’idées en ce qui concerne la communication avec les clients. 
16. ____ mes collègues viennent me voir pour des conseils concernant les nouvelles technologies. 
17. ____ je m’efforce de tenir les promesses faites aux clients. 
 
 
PARTIE V : PERFORMANCE INDIVIDUELLE 
 
INSTRUCTIONS : Dans cette section, je cherche à savoir comment vous évaluez votre propre performance. 
Dans l’espace blanc qui précède chaque point, veuillez inscrire le chiffre (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9) qui représente le 
mieux comment vous évaluez votre performance par rapport à celle de vos collègues. 
 
Parmi les 
moins bonnes 
de l’entreprise 
    
Neutre 
   Parmi les 
meilleures de 
l’entreprise 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
1. ____ La quantité globale de travail réalisé. 
2. ____ La qualité globale du travail réalisé. 
3. ____ Mon efficacité au travail. 
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PARTIE V : PERFORMANCE INDIVIDUELLE (SUITE) 
 
INSTRUCTIONS : Dans l’espace blanc qui précède chaque point, veuillez inscrire le chiffre (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 
8, 9) qui représente le mieux à quel point vous êtes d’accord ou non avec les déclarations suivantes. 
 
Absolument 
pas d’accord 
   Neutre    Tout à fait 
d’accord 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
1. ____ J’accomplis mon travail en ayant le client à l’esprit. 
2. ____ Je travaille dur pour satisfaire mes clients. 
3. ____ J’adapte mon travail pour être sûr que mes clients obtiennent ce qu’ils désirent. 
 
 
 
PARTIE VI : CULTURE D’ENTREPRISE 
 
INSTRUCTIONS : Dans cette section, je cherche à savoir comment vous décrivez la culture de votre 
entreprise. Pour chaque ensemble de quatre phrases, veuillez cocher celle qui représente le mieux votre 
entreprise. 
 
 
Mon entreprise est : 
 
□ 1. très personnelle. C’est comme une grande famille. Les collaborateurs s’impliquent beaucoup 
personnellement.  
□ 2. très dynamique et possède un esprit d’entreprise. Les collaborateurs sont prêts à se surpasser et à 
prendre des risques. 
□ 3.  très formalisée et structurée. Ce sont des procédures établies qui régissent ce que font les collaborateurs. 
□ 4. très orientée vers la production. Le principal souci est que le travail soit fait, sans une grande 
implication personnelle. 
 
Le directeur général de mon entreprise est considéré comme : 
 
□ 1. un mentor, un sage ou une figure paternelle ou maternelle.  
□ 2. un entrepreneur, un innovateur ou un preneur de risques. 
□ 3. un coordinateur, un organisateur ou un administrateur. 
□ 4. un producteur, un technicien ou quelqu’un avec une poigne de fer. 
 
Ce qui cimente mon entreprise, c’est : 
 
□ 1. la loyauté et la tradition. L’implication pour l’entreprise est primordiale.  
□ 2. l’implication à l’innovation et au développement. Il y a une volonté d’être les premiers. 
□ 3. les règles formelles et les procédures. Maintenir une institution bien rodée est important. 
□ 4. la mise en évidence des tâches et des objectifs à accomplir. Une orientation vers la production est 
partagée par tous. 
 
Mon entreprise privilégie : 
 
□ 1. les ressources humaines. Une bonne cohésion et un bon moral sont importants. 
□ 2. la croissance et l’acquisition de nouvelles ressources. L’aptitude à affronter de nouveaux challenges est 
importante. 
□ 3. la pérennité et la stabilité. Des opérations efficaces et bien rodées sont importantes. 
□ 4. les actions et les résultats compétitifs. Avoir des objectifs mesurables est important. 
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PARTIE VII : INFORMATIONS GENERALES 
 
 
1.  Age : ___________________ 
 
2.  Sexe : ___  (1) masculin 
  ___  (2) féminin 
 
3.  Nationalité : ________________________________  
 
4.  Formation :         (1)   école primaire 
          (2)  école secondaire 
  (veuillez uniquement         (3)  maturité fédérale, CFC ou diplôme d’une école professionnelle 
 indiquer le titre         (4)  licence universitaire 
 le plus élevé que vous         (5)  diplôme universitaire post-grade / master 
 avez obtenu)         (6)  doctorat 
 
5.  Votre position hiérarchique dans l’entreprise : 
 
 ___  (1)  non-cadre  
 ___  (2)  cadre de premier niveau  
 ___  (3)  cadre moyen  
 ___  (4)  cadre supérieur  
 
6.  Etes-vous en contact avec les clients : 
 
 ___  (1)  oui, tous les jours 
 ___  (2)  oui, 1 fois par semaine 
 ___  (3)  oui, 1 fois par mois 
 ___  (4)  oui, 1 fois par année 
 ___  (5)  non  
 
7.  Le département pour lequel vous travaillez au sein de votre entreprise : 
 
 ___  (1)  approvisionnements / achats 
 ___  (2)  production  
 ___  (3)  marketing / vente  
 ___  (4)  service après-vente  
 ___  (5)  finance  
 ___  (6)  ressources humaines  
 ___  (7)  direction générale 
 ___  (8)  autre (spécifiez) _____________________________ 
 
8.  Nombre d’années d’ancienneté dans l’entreprise : _________ années  
 
9.  Taille de l’entreprise : 
 
 ___  (1)  moins de 50 employés 
 ___  (2)  entre 50 et 99 employés 
 ___  (3)  entre 100 et 999 employés  
 ___  (4)  1000 employés et plus 
 
 
 
 
MERCI ENCORE POUR VOTRE COLLABORATION
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APPENDIX 2 
MULTI-GROUP ANALYSIS WITH AMOS 6 
AMOS 6 computes eight different models when multi-group analysis is run. Each 
model adds a supplementary constraint to the previous model: 
1) Constraint 1: Measurement weights (loadings) are set to be equal across the groups. 
2) Constraint 2: Measurement intercepts are set to be equal across groups. 
3) Constraint 3: Structural weights are set to be equal across groups. 
4) Constraint 4: Structural intercepts (intercepts of the dependent variables) are set to 
be equal across groups. 
=> Configural, metric, and scalar invariance are verified if model 4 is acceptable 
(Steenkamp and Baumgartner, 1998). 
5) Constraint 5: Structural means (means of the independent variables) are set to be 
equal across groups. 
=> If means are not equal across groups, latent means should be compared. 
6) Constraint 6: Structural covariances are set to be equal across groups. 
=> Factor covariance invariance is verified if the model 6 is acceptable (Steenkamp 
and Baumgartner, 1998). 
7) Constraint 7: Structural residuals (the errors of the dependent variables) are set to be 
equal across groups 
8) Constraint 8: Measurement residuals are set to be equal across groups. 
=> The error variance invariance is verified if the model 8 is acceptable 
(Steenkamp and Baumgartner, 1998). 
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APPENDIX 3 
EFFECTS AND THEIR LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 
Table A1 Standardized Direct Effects  
Table A2 Standardized Direct Effects - Two Tailed Significance 
Table A3 Standardized Indirect Effects 
Table A4 Standardized Indirect Effects - Two Tailed Significance 
Table A5 Standardized Total Effects 
Table A6 Standardized Total Effects - Two Tailed Significance 
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Table A1 Standardized Direct Effects 
 Univ Open Conf Sdir Agree. Achiev AGE_1 Att. MO MO Beh CONT_1 Perf. Soc_des Perf B Perf A Int Infl Serv. ExtRep Interf. CompO. CustO. 
Att. MO .118 .199 .192 .178 .158 .181 .272 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
MO Behav .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .599 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Perf. .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .437 .360 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Perf. B .000 .000 .000 .000 .162 .000 .000 .000 .000 -.128 .718 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Perf. A .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .124 .570 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Int Infl .000 .348 .000 .000 -.151 .000 .000 .000 .839 -.141 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Serv. .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .820 -.145 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ExtRep .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .204 .000 .000 .438 .096 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Interf. .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .731 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CompO. .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .903 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CustO. .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .791 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
UN_ip_45 .985 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .171 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
OP5_ip_18 .000 .684 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .088 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
OP3_ip_18 .000 .481 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
OP2_ip_18 .000 .827 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
OP1_ip_18 .000 .831 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CO_ip_45 .000 .000 1.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
SD_ip_45 .000 .000 .000 1.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CompO3_1 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .664 .000 
AG1_ip_18 .000 .000 .000 .000 .732 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .095 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
PERB3_1 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .162 .599 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
PERB1_1 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .785 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
PERB2_1 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .766 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
PERA3_1 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .831 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
II4_1 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .796 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
PERA1_1 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .741 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
PERA2_1 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .803 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
II2_1 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .635 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
II3_1 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .643 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Serv3_1 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .747 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Serv4_1 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .810 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ER1_1 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .152 .000 .000 .000 .000 .754 .000 .000 .000 
ER2_1 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .165 .000 .000 .000 .000 .986 .000 .000 .000 
AG3_ip_18 .000 .000 .000 .000 .704 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .118 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
IC2_1 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .527 .000 .000 
IC4_1 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .670 .000 .000 
CustO5_1 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .685 
CompO2_1 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .467 .000 
CompO4_1 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .623 .000 
CustO2_1 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .616 
CustO3_1 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .627 
CustO4_1 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .677 
AC_ip_45 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 1.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
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Table A2 Standardized Direct Effects - Two Tailed Significance 
 Univ Open Conf Sdir Agree. Achiev AGE_1 Att. MO MO Beh CONT_1 Perf. Soc_des Perf B Perf A Int Infl Serv. ExtRep Interf. CompO. CustO. 
Att. MO .063 .082 .010 .014 .034 .007 .013 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
MO Behav ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .010 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
Perf. ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .023 .031 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
Perf. B ... ... ... ... .063 ... ... ... ... .130 .007 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
Perf. A ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .036 .012 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
Int Infl ... .005 ... ... .040 ... ... ... .007 .020 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
Serv. ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .009 .062 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
ExtRep ... ... ... ... ... .012 ... ... .006 .082 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
Interf. ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .007 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
CompO. ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .003 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
CustO. ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .007 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
UN_ip_45 .004 ... ... ... ... ... .023 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
OP5_ip_18 ... .020 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .085 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
OP3_ip_18 ... .012 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
OP2_ip_18 ... .016 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
OP1_ip_18 ... .019 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
CO_ip_45 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
SD_ip_45 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
CompO3_1 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .012 ... 
AG1_ip_18 ... ... ... ... .008 ... ... ... ... ... ... .051 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
PERB3_1 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .007 .006 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
PERB1_1 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .006 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
PERB2_1 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .016 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
PERA3_1 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .011 ... ... ... ... ... ... 
II4_1 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .018 ... ... ... ... ... 
PERA1_1 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .006 ... ... ... ... ... ... 
PERA2_1 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .015 ... ... ... ... ... ... 
II2_1 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .015 ... ... ... ... ... 
II3_1 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .012 ... ... ... ... ... 
Serv3_1 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .006 ... ... ... ... 
Serv4_1 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .028 ... ... ... ... 
ER1_1 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .008 ... ... ... ... .010 ... ... ... 
ER2_1 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .009 ... ... ... ... .012 ... ... ... 
AG3_ip_18 ... ... ... ... .012 ... ... ... ... ... ... .042 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
IC2_1 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .005 ... ... 
IC4_1 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .006 ... ... 
CustO5_1 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .007 
CompO2_1 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .021 ... 
CompO4_1 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .015 ... 
CustO2_1 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .025 
CustO3_1 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .009 
CustO4_1 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .026 
AC_ip_45 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
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Table A3 Standardized Indirect Effects 
 Univ Open Conf Sdir Agree. Achiev AGE_1 Att. MO MO Beh CONT_1 Perf. Soc_des Perf B Perf A Int Infl Serv. ExtRep Interf. CompO. CustO. 
Att. MO .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
MO Behav .071 .119 .115 .106 .095 .108 .163 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Perf. .077 .130 .125 .116 .103 .118 .177 .216 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Perf. B .055 .093 .090 .083 .074 .085 .127 .468 .258 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Perf. A .044 .074 .071 .066 .059 .067 .101 .372 .205 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Int Infl .059 .100 .096 .089 .079 .091 .136 .502 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Serv. .058 .098 .094 .087 .078 .089 .133 .491 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ExtRep .031 .052 .050 .047 .041 .048 .071 .262 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Interf. .086 .145 .140 .130 .116 .132 .199 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CompO. .107 .180 .173 .161 .143 .163 .245 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CustO. .093 .157 .152 .141 .125 .143 .215 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
UN_ip_45 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
OP5_ip_18 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
OP3_ip_18 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
OP2_ip_18 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
OP1_ip_18 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CO_ip_45 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
SD_ip_45 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CompO3_1 .071 .119 .115 .107 .095 .109 .163 .600 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
AG1_ip_18 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
PERB3_1 .033 .056 .054 .050 .141 .051 .076 .281 .155 -.077 .430 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
PERB1_1 .043 .073 .071 .065 .185 .067 .100 .367 .203 -.101 .563 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
PERB2_1 .042 .071 .069 .064 .181 .065 .097 .359 .198 -.098 .549 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
PERA3_1 .036 .061 .059 .055 .049 .056 .084 .309 .171 .103 .474 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
II4_1 .047 .356 .077 .071 -.057 .072 .109 .400 .668 -.112 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
PERA1_1 .033 .055 .053 .049 .044 .050 .075 .275 .152 .092 .422 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
PERA2_1 .035 .059 .057 .053 .047 .054 .081 .298 .165 .100 .457 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
II2_1 .038 .284 .061 .057 -.045 .058 .087 .319 .533 -.090 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
II3_1 .038 .288 .062 .058 -.046 .058 .088 .323 .540 -.091 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Serv3_1 .043 .073 .070 .065 .058 .066 .100 .367 .612 -.109 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Serv4_1 .047 .079 .076 .071 .063 .072 .108 .397 .664 -.118 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ER1_1 .023 .039 .038 .035 .031 .189 .054 .198 .330 .073 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ER2_1 .031 .051 .050 .046 .041 .248 .070 .259 .432 .095 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
AG3_ip_18 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
IC2_1 .045 .077 .074 .069 .061 .070 .105 .385 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
IC4_1 .058 .097 .094 .087 .077 .089 .133 .490 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CustO5_1 .064 .108 .104 .096 .086 .098 .147 .542 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CompO2_1 .050 .084 .081 .075 .067 .076 .115 .422 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CompO4_1 .066 .112 .108 .100 .089 .102 .153 .563 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CustO2_1 .057 .097 .093 .087 .077 .088 .132 .487 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CustO3_1 .058 .099 .095 .088 .078 .090 .135 .495 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CustO4_1 .063 .106 .103 .095 .085 .097 .145 .535 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
AC_ip_45 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
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Table A4 Standardized Indirect Effects - Two Tailed Significance 
 Univ Open Conf Sdir Agree. Achiev AGE_1 Att. MO MO Beh CONT_1 Perf. Soc_des Perf B Perf A Int Infl Serv. ExtRep Interf. CompO. CustO. 
Att. MO ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
MO Behav .056 .044 .007 .016 .028 .004 .007 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
Perf. .050 .052 .012 .014 .036 .005 .009 .018 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
Perf. B .044 .070 .010 .014 .030 .005 .012 .014 .039 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
Perf. A .032 .041 .010 .019 .026 .005 .011 .014 .027 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
Int Infl .047 .028 .007 .013 .028 .005 .009 .004 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
Serv. .053 .042 .005 .018 .028 .003 .010 .009 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
ExtRep .050 .049 .004 .008 .023 .004 .003 .005 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
Interf. .047 .058 .006 .015 .025 .004 .012 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
CompO. .059 .062 .005 .011 .025 .005 .007 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
CustO. .059 .066 .009 .014 .027 .005 .010 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
UN_ip_45 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
OP5_ip_18 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
OP3_ip_18 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
OP2_ip_18 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
OP1_ip_18 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
CO_ip_45 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
SD_ip_45 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
CompO3_1 .070 .052 .006 .013 .023 .005 .006 .003 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
AG1_ip_18 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
PERB3_1 .044 .060 .009 .013 .025 .006 .005 .004 .035 .101 .009 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
PERB1_1 .044 .078 .011 .012 .022 .006 .011 .009 .031 .137 .010 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
PERB2_1 .053 .088 .008 .017 .022 .006 .011 .015 .037 .124 .012 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
PERA3_1 .039 .036 .007 .020 .026 .006 .011 .012 .022 .036 .007 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
II4_1 .050 .009 .007 .017 .119 .004 .009 .004 .007 .019 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
PERA1_1 .033 .034 .006 .014 .025 .004 .010 .008 .019 .030 .005 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
PERA2_1 .042 .046 .009 .016 .032 .005 .015 .010 .019 .036 .010 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
II2_1 .039 .009 .004 .009 .119 .005 .007 .005 .010 .019 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
II3_1 .053 .005 .007 .016 .125 .005 .009 .004 .007 .019 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
Serv3_1 .056 .053 .005 .011 .025 .003 .007 .006 .011 .059 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
Serv4_1 .056 .039 .007 .017 .028 .005 .016 .012 .039 .069 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
ER1_1 .044 .059 .004 .006 .025 .009 .003 .004 .006 .091 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
ER2_1 .047 .046 .005 .007 .023 .014 .003 .005 .006 .087 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
AG3_ip_18 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
IC2_1 .056 .051 .005 .010 .032 .003 .006 .010 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
IC4_1 .053 .049 .010 .014 .016 .005 .007 .009 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
CustO5_1 .053 .052 .006 .013 .023 .005 .013 .003 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
CompO2_1 .047 .049 .005 .013 .022 .005 .007 .009 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
CompO4_1 .047 .047 .006 .014 .020 .005 .009 .008 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
CustO2_1 .056 .078 .007 .012 .028 .005 .011 .011 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
CustO3_1 .053 .052 .004 .009 .026 .003 .011 .006 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
CustO4_1 .053 .059 .007 .012 .020 .004 .011 .007 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
AC_ip_45 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
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Table A5 Standardized Total Effects 
 Univ Open Conf Sdir Agree. Achiev AGE_1 Att. MO MO Beh CONT_1 Perf. Soc_des Perf B Perf A Int Infl Serv. ExtRep Interf. CompO. CustO. 
Att. MO .118 .199 .192 .178 .158 .181 .272 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
MO Behav .071 .119 .115 .106 .095 .108 .163 .599 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Perf. .077 .130 .125 .116 .103 .118 .177 .653 .360 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Perf. B .055 .093 .090 .083 .236 .085 .127 .468 .258 -.128 .718 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Perf. A .044 .074 .071 .066 .059 .067 .101 .372 .205 .124 .570 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Int Infl .059 .448 .096 .089 -.072 .091 .136 .502 .839 -.141 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Serv. .058 .098 .094 .087 .078 .089 .133 .491 .820 -.145 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ExtRep .031 .052 .050 .047 .041 .251 .071 .262 .438 .096 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Interf. .086 .145 .140 .130 .116 .132 .199 .731 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CompO. .107 .180 .173 .161 .143 .163 .245 .903 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CustO. .093 .157 .152 .141 .125 .143 .215 .791 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
UN_ip_45 .985 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .171 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
OP5_ip_18 .000 .684 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .088 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
OP3_ip_18 .000 .481 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
OP2_ip_18 .000 .827 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
OP1_ip_18 .000 .831 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CO_ip_45 .000 .000 1.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
SD_ip_45 .000 .000 .000 1.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CompO3_1 .071 .119 .115 .107 .095 .109 .163 .600 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .664 .000 
AG1_ip_18 .000 .000 .000 .000 .732 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .095 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
PERB3_1 .033 .056 .054 .050 .141 .051 .076 .281 .155 -.077 .430 .162 .599 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
PERB1_1 .043 .073 .071 .065 .185 .067 .100 .367 .203 -.101 .563 .000 .785 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
PERB2_1 .042 .071 .069 .064 .181 .065 .097 .359 .198 -.098 .549 .000 .766 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
PERA3_1 .036 .061 .059 .055 .049 .056 .084 .309 .171 .103 .474 .000 .000 .831 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
II4_1 .047 .356 .077 .071 -.057 .072 .109 .400 .668 -.112 .000 .000 .000 .000 .796 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
PERA1_1 .033 .055 .053 .049 .044 .050 .075 .275 .152 .092 .422 .000 .000 .741 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
PERA2_1 .035 .059 .057 .053 .047 .054 .081 .298 .165 .100 .457 .000 .000 .803 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
II2_1 .038 .284 .061 .057 -.045 .058 .087 .319 .533 -.090 .000 .000 .000 .000 .635 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
II3_1 .038 .288 .062 .058 -.046 .058 .088 .323 .540 -.091 .000 .000 .000 .000 .643 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Serv3_1 .043 .073 .070 .065 .058 .066 .100 .367 .612 -.109 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .747 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Serv4_1 .047 .079 .076 .071 .063 .072 .108 .397 .664 -.118 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .810 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ER1_1 .023 .039 .038 .035 .031 .189 .054 .198 .330 .073 .000 .152 .000 .000 .000 .000 .754 .000 .000 .000 
ER2_1 .031 .051 .050 .046 .041 .248 .070 .259 .432 .095 .000 .165 .000 .000 .000 .000 .986 .000 .000 .000 
AG3_ip_18 .000 .000 .000 .000 .704 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .118 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
IC2_1 .045 .077 .074 .069 .061 .070 .105 .385 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .527 .000 .000 
IC4_1 .058 .097 .094 .087 .077 .089 .133 .490 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .670 .000 .000 
CustO5_1 .064 .108 .104 .096 .086 .098 .147 .542 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .685 
CompO2_1 .050 .084 .081 .075 .067 .076 .115 .422 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .467 .000 
CompO4_1 .066 .112 .108 .100 .089 .102 .153 .563 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .623 .000 
CustO2_1 .057 .097 .093 .087 .077 .088 .132 .487 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .616 
CustO3_1 .058 .099 .095 .088 .078 .090 .135 .495 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .627 
CustO4_1 .063 .106 .103 .095 .085 .097 .145 .535 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .677 
AC_ip_45 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 1.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
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Table A6 Standardized Total Effects - Two Tailed Significance 
 Univ Open Conf Sdir Agree. Achiev AGE_1 Att. MO MO Beh CONT_1 Perf. Soc_des Perf B Perf A Int Infl Serv. ExtRep Interf. CompO. CustO. 
Att MO .063 .082 .010 .014 .034 .007 .013 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
MO Behav .056 .044 .007 .016 .028 .004 .007 .010 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
Perf. .050 .052 .012 .014 .036 .005 .009 .020 .031 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
Perf. B .044 .070 .010 .014 .027 .005 .012 .014 .039 .130 .007 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
Perf. A .032 .041 .010 .019 .026 .005 .011 .014 .027 .036 .012 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
Int Infl .047 .009 .007 .013 .125 .005 .009 .004 .007 .020 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
Serv. .053 .042 .005 .018 .028 .003 .010 .009 .009 .062 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
ExtRep .050 .049 .004 .008 .023 .013 .003 .005 .006 .082 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
Interf. .047 .058 .006 .015 .025 .004 .012 .007 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
CompO. .059 .062 .005 .011 .025 .005 .007 .003 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
CustO. .059 .066 .009 .014 .027 .005 .010 .007 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
UN_ip_45 .004 ... ... ... ... ... .023 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
OP5_ip_18 ... .020 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .085 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
OP3_ip_18 ... .012 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
OP2_ip_18 ... .016 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
OP1_ip_18 ... .019 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
CO_ip_45 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
SD_ip_45 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
CompO3_1 .070 .052 .006 .013 .023 .005 .006 .003 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .012 ... 
AG1_ip_18 ... ... ... ... .008 ... ... ... ... ... ... .051 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
PERB3_1 .044 .060 .009 .013 .025 .006 .005 .004 .035 .101 .009 .007 .006 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
PERB1_1 .044 .078 .011 .012 .022 .006 .011 .009 .031 .137 .010 ... .006 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
PERB2_1 .053 .088 .008 .017 .022 .006 .011 .015 .037 .124 .012 ... .016 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
PERA3_1 .039 .036 .007 .020 .026 .006 .011 .012 .022 .036 .007 ... ... .011 ... ... ... ... ... ... 
II4_1 .050 .009 .007 .017 .119 .004 .009 .004 .007 .019 ... ... ... ... .018 ... ... ... ... ... 
PERA1_1 .033 .034 .006 .014 .025 .004 .010 .008 .019 .030 .005 ... ... .006 ... ... ... ... ... ... 
PERA2_1 .042 .046 .009 .016 .032 .005 .015 .010 .019 .036 .010 ... ... .015 ... ... ... ... ... ... 
II2_1 .039 .009 .004 .009 .119 .005 .007 .005 .010 .019 ... ... ... ... .015 ... ... ... ... ... 
II3_1 .053 .005 .007 .016 .125 .005 .009 .004 .007 .019 ... ... ... ... .012 ... ... ... ... ... 
Serv3_1 .056 .053 .005 .011 .025 .003 .007 .006 .011 .059 ... ... ... ... ... .006 ... ... ... ... 
Serv4_1 .056 .039 .007 .017 .028 .005 .016 .012 .039 .069 ... ... ... ... ... .028 ... ... ... ... 
ER1_1 .044 .059 .004 .006 .025 .009 .003 .004 .006 .091 ... .008 ... ... ... ... .010 ... ... ... 
ER2_1 .047 .046 .005 .007 .023 .014 .003 .005 .006 .087 ... .009 ... ... ... ... .012 ... ... ... 
AG3_ip_18 ... ... ... ... .012 ... ... ... ... ... ... .042 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
IC2_1 .056 .051 .005 .010 .032 .003 .006 .010 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .005 ... ... 
IC4_1 .053 .049 .010 .014 .016 .005 .007 .009 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .006 ... ... 
CustO5_1 .053 .052 .006 .013 .023 .005 .013 .003 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .007 
CompO2_1 .047 .049 .005 .013 .022 .005 .007 .009 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .021 ... 
CompO4_1 .047 .047 .006 .014 .020 .005 .009 .008 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .015 ... 
CustO2_1 .056 .078 .007 .012 .028 .005 .011 .011 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .025 
CustO3_1 .053 .052 .004 .009 .026 .003 .011 .006 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .009 
CustO4_1 .053 .059 .007 .012 .020 .004 .011 .007 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .026 
AC_ip_45 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
  
  
